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The purpose of this study was to determine if there were significant differences
between attitudes of elementary principals and elementary teachers toward the inclusion
of students with disabilities into the regular classroom. The study also addressed
differences in attitudes toward inclusion ofprincipals and teachers according to age,
gender, administrative/teacher experience, number of special education classes taken, and
whether or not they were parents.
The population for the study consisted ofprincipals and teachers from 30
randomly selected elementary schools in a large urban public school district. The
principal and 15 teachers at each school were asked to participate. The request to 30
principals and 450 teacher participants yielded responses from 26 principal and 357
teacher participants, for a return rate of 80%.
The instrument used was the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI), which
was initially developed by Berryman and Neal (1980) and has been revised by Staler
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(1991) and Wilczenski (1992). The ATI measured the attitudes of the participants using
four factors: learning capability, inclusion, traditional limiting disability and classroom
factors.
The statistical data generated by the surveys were analyzed using the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences, Version X (SPSS-X). The testing of the five h3T>otheses
ofthe study resulted in two being rejected.
The findings indicated that: (1) principals were more favorable toward the
learning capability factor than the teachers; (2) principals and teachers were basically in
agreement in their attitudes toward the inclusion, traditional limiting disabilities and
classroom factors of the ATI; and (3) younger teachers have had more special education
courses than the older teachers and were more favorable toward inclusion of disabled
students into the regular classroom than their older coimterparts. There was a favorable
significant difference in attitudes ofprincipals who were parents toward the inclusion
factor of the scale, while this same category for the teacher group revealed no significant
difference. The teacher group also showed no significant difference between parents and
non-parents on any of the other three factors. Inservice prior to the inclusion of students
with disabilities, assistance from special education teachers and trained supplementary
support persoimel, and small class sizes were recommended by the subjects ofthe study.
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The idea of educating people with disabilities was brought to the United States by
Edward Sequin, a student of a French physician by the name of Jean March Gaspard
Itard. Itard was noted for his work with a "wild boy" that he found wandering naked
through the forests ofFrance. Through Itard's workwith the boy he named, Victor, the
boy's behavior improved dramatically. Sequin brought skills that he had learned from
Itard to the United States in 1848. In 1911, he received his M.D. degree from the
University ofNew York and became famous as an educator of retarded children.
Diamond (1973) reported that a quiet revolution was fought within American
education during the last few years of the 1960s and 1970s. The goal of this revolution
was the right to an education for all American children, but particularly those usually
known as "the handicapped"; those who, because ofmental, physical, emotional or
learning problems require special education.
In 1975, Public Law 94-142 (P.L. 94-142) was enacted. This law was to clarify
the fact that disabled children should be educated in the least restrictive environment
(LRE) and that these children should not be moved from the regular education setting
with non-disabled peers whenever their needs could be met through the use of
supplementary aides and services. Each state was required to establish procedures to
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ensure that this was being done. A giant step in the direction ofmonitoring compliance
was that the amount of time the disabled child would spend in the regular classroom was
to be included in the Individualized Education Program (lEP).
The Governor's Council on Developmental Disabilities (1995) for the State of
Georgia offers several components that are central to inclusion. These components
include: (1) belonging as a right and not a privileged status that is earned; (2) support in
the form of respect, technology, flexibility, curriculum modification, collaboration, and
multiple delivery techniques; and (3) diversity, meaning that in inclusive settings,
diversity is respected, valued and fostered.
Voeltz (1980) and Stainback and Stainback (1985), through their research, noted
that students can learn to interact, communicate, work together, develop fiiendships and
assist one another based on their individual strengths and needs.
Much of this acceptance and inclusion of students with disabilities depends on the
caregivers. The principal's attitude toward the inclusion of these students often influences
the attitude of the teachers. The principal's job is to provide guidance and support to the
teacher who is to implement the program. Margolis and McCabe (1989) noted that
resistance often develops when teachers are asked to change their styles or strategies of
working with students.
This project, entitled "A Comparative Study of Elementary School Principals' and
Teachers' Attitudes Toward the Inclusion of Students with Disabilities into the Regular
Classroom in 30 Selected Schools," will attempt to determine if there are differences in
the attitudes ofelementary principals and teachers toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by four factors and total score on the
Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI).
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Purpose of the Study
Since inclusion of students with disabilities into the school and the classroom
requires some type ofmodification, adjustment or change, it is understandable that some
form of resistance from regular classroom teachers often comes into play. When
administrators implement inclusion, they sometimes provide a very high level of support
"to keep the regular staff appeased," says Douglas Biklen (1990) of Syracuse University
and author of Schooling Without Labels. He continues that for students with severe
disabilities, "the support services are very substantial—sometimes unnecessarily so." He
cites an example of a student with autism who was placed into a regular classroom.
Three adults worked with this student—the regular classroom teacher, a teaching assistant,
and a full-time special education teacher (who also served two other students with less
severe disabilities). This supports Biklen's statement about the support services being
excessive. In the case cited, he suggests that the consulting teacher could have been
present for just part of the day to help adopt the curriculiun. The modified curriculum
could have been taught by the regular classroom teacher or by the assistant. Since the
inclusion of students with disabilities "rocks the boat" of a school, the principal and
teachers, more often than not, have to make attitude adjustments in order to implement a
program that benefits both the disabled and non-disabled students involved. Thus, the
purpose of this study was to determine if there are significant differences between
attitudes ofelementary principals and teachers toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom.
Background of the Problem
Much research has been done that resulted in the conclusion that the principal sets
the tone of the school. Researchers such as Ronald Edmonds (1979), Purkey and Smith
(1983), and Phillip Schlechty (1990), proposed that effective instructional leadership is
fostered by a principal who understands the goals, guidelines and implementation
procedures ofvarious school programs.
The concept of inclusion, the focus of this exercise, poses the need for
imderstanding, positive perception and positive attitudes on the part of the principal in
order for an inclusive program to be effective.
The definition of inclusion developed by the National Center for Educational
Restructuring and Inclusion (NCERI) is stated thusly:
Providing to all students, including those with significant disabilities, equitable
opportunities to receive effective educational services, with needed supplementary
aids and support services, in age-appropriate classes in their neighborhood
schools, in order to prepare students for productive lives as full members of
society (Lipsky 1955).
This might not seem like a great endeavor for 1997 with all of the advancements
made in the field of education. However, there is still confusion about the most effective
ways to create inclusive classrooms in our schools. The pendulum has swung from the
time when students with disabilities were left at home or institutionalized, to a time when
the needs of students with disabilities are being met to a degree that infringement on the
needs of the regular student is taking place.
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There are glowing reports of successful inclusive programs already in progress in
states such as Vermont, Colorado, Minnesota, and Oregon. Empirical support for or
against inclusion is scarce, although advocates such as Slavin and Stephens (1991) and
Wang and Walberg (1988) claim that existing instructional models and strategies can
enable the immediate implementation of inclusive programs, most experts are more
cautious. They point to the difficulties schools already have in handling the diversity of
student needs. According to Greer and Greer (1995), to design an educational system that
more effectively meets the needs of students with disabilities, we must find a process for
consensus building. Open dialogue is a prerequisite to sound decision making. The
increasingly emotional rhetoric now characterizing the debate must be replaced with a
more reasoned, constructive exchange of ideas. Until now, largely restricted to the
special education literature, with few regular educators participating, the debate is lacking
a key ingredient.
Statement of the Problem
More and more students with disabilities are moving within the orbit of the public
schools to become the responsibility of regular classroom teachers. As those teachers
assume greater responsibility for the education of exceptional pupils, they face new
instructional and management challenges, together with the necessity of assuming new
roles and developing new competencies (Chow and Winzer 1992). Classroom teachers
and principals, who are the instructional leaders of the school, must become aware of the
philosophy and process of inclusion, the available resources, the governing policies,
support systems and the nature of the students.
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Attitudes are critical in the education of studentswith disabilities. Staler (1991)
and Yates (1973) agree that literature and research have indicated that the attitudes of
teachers toward the disabled child can influence the climate and the learning of the child.
Since inclusionary programs require organizational changes and the principal is the
change agent in the change process, it becomes very important to determine the attitudes
ofprincipals and teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities. Therefore, in
order to investigate this project's problem-inclusion of students with disabilities into the
regular classroom-this study compared the attitudes ofelementary principals and
elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom.
Significance of the Study
In 1973, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) set forth a
mechanism to ensure that all children with disabilities have available a free appropriate
public education. Special education and related services must be designed to meet their
unique needs, to ensure that the rights of children with disabilities and their parents or
guardians are protected, to assist states and localities to provide for the education of all
children with disabilities, and to access and ensure efforts to educate children with
disabilities (20USC1400[c]). This statue coupled with all of the other programs and
regulations often causes problems with compliance on the part of school administrators
and teachers.
The inclusive classroom presents a need for personnel, physical facility and
scheduling adjustments. Then there are the attitudes of the administrator who must
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enforce the program rules and the teacher who must implement them. What are their
beliefs? What method does the principal use to distribute the students with disabilities
into the classroom of regular education teachers? How do the teachers perceive the
administrators' methods? Weintraub (1986) posed the question, "Do the regular
education teachers see the special education classes as a way of getting rid of the disabled
students who might be problematic to teach?" Since this inclusive classroom obviously
calls for collaboration on the part of the service givers, what allotment of time is denoted
to this during the regular school day? School administrators are struggling with this daily
as they supervise teachers of the inclusive classroom.
Taking note ofthe various discussions of law makers, advocates and stakeholders,
one might get the impression that the welfare of students with disabilities has moved
across the line of equality for students in regular education.
In conducting research for this project, it was hoped that the findings would:
1. Provide additional information to the ever increasing body ofknowledge about
the attitudes ofprincipals and teachers towards the inclusive classroom.
2. Encourage program planners to give attention to adjustments that various
caregivers have to make in order to comply with across the board mandates.
3. Assist principals in providing inclusive environments that meet the needs of
the regular teacher, special education teacher, regular education students and the disabled.
4. Offer information thatmight cause self-examinations on the part ofprincipals
and teachers thatwill enable them to be more understanding ofthe roles that each must
play in the implementation ofan inclusive school/class situation.
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Research Questions
To guide the process ofthis addressed investigation, the following research
questions were posed:
1. What are the differences between the attitudes ofelementary principals and
elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom as measured by learning capability?
2. What are the differences between the attitudes ofelementary principals and
elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom as measured by inclusion?
3. What are the differences between the attitudes ofelementary principals and
elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom as measured by traditional learning disabilities?
4. What are the differences between the attitudes ofelementary principals and
elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom as measured by classroom factors?
5. What are the differences between the attitudes ofelementary principals and
elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom as measured by their total score on the ATI Inventory?
Summary
The introduction of this chapter provided a global, national, state and district view
ofprograms, practices and policies concerning the inclusion of students with disabilities
into the regular classroom. The chapter presented the purpose of the study, background
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of the problem, statement of the problem, significance of the study and the research
questions.
CHAPTER n
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
The purpose ofthis study was to determine if there are differences between
elementary school principals’ and teachers' attitudes toward inclusion of students with
disabilities as measured by four factors and total score on the Attitudes Toward Inclusion
Inventory TATII').
This review of related literature includes a review of the evolution of special
education, literature addressing principals' role in the implementation of special education
programs, a review of literature relative to principals' and teachers' attitudes toward
inclusionary programs, and a discussion of literature that presents both positive and
negative reviews of effectiveness of inclusion programs.
The following statement made a resounding noise across the country in 1954:
Separate education facilities are inherently unequal. This inherent inequity stems
from the stigma created by purposeful segregationwhich generates a feeling of
inferiority that may affect their hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to be
imdone (Chief Justice Earl Warren, U.S. Supreme Court, May 17,1954).
This quote by Chief Justice Warren in 1954 could have been describing separate
education facilities for students with disabilities from their non-disabled peers. He was,
however, speaking of separate education facilities for black and white students in the
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Brown v. Board ofEducation ofTopeka case of 1954. It seems that disabled students
have had to wage the same battle as blacks to receive an equal education.
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Evolution of Special Education Program
The past two decades have brought about dramatic changes in the fundamental
policies governing special education. Terms that today glibly roll from our tongues such
as the right to education, lEP, due process, nondiscriminatory assessment, zero reject and
least restrictive environment were unheard ofby early educators such as Booker T.
Washington and Mary McLeod Bethune. Today, however, not only is there new
terminology to master but as Weinstab postulated in 1971, it is not sufficient to simply
know how to teach in order to be a teacher, to know how to manage in order to be an
administrator, or to know how to care in order to be a parent. Today and in the future
before us, all persons involved in educationmust be fully knowledgeable of the legal and
governmental foundations governing education ofhandicapped children (Weinstab
1971).
Historians trace education of children with disabilities to a French physician by
the name of Jean March Gaspard Itard. Itard found the "enfant sauvage" (baby savage)
wandering naked through the forests ofFrance. Through Itard's work with him, the boy's
behavior improved dramatically. Thus, the genesis of special education came to the
United States through Edward Sequin, one of Itard's students. Sequin graduated from the
University ofNew York and became famous as an educator of retarded children. Other
early noted educators of students with special needs include Samuel Howe, one of the
foimders of the Perkins School for the Blind in Watertown, Massachusetts, who was very
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instrumental in beginning the education of retarded children in the 1840s, and Thomas
Hopkins Galluadet, aminister in Connecticut who established the first residential school
for the deaf in America, now known as the American School for the Deaf in Hartfort,
Connecticut. The only liberal arts college for deaf students in the world, Galluadet
University in Washington, DC, was named for him to honor his great works.
Public policy promoting the education ofexceptional childrenmay be observed
through a long and distinguished history of federal, state and local activity. Over 150
years ago, in 1823, the state ofKentucky established the first state school for the deaf
Similar state schools for the deaf and blind were subsequently established inmany other
states. Although debate still rages today over public support ofprivate education, as early
as 1852 the state ofPennsylvania appropriated funds to educate mentally retarded
children in a private school. In 1864, President Abraham Lincoln brought the federal
government into special education when he signed into law a bill creating Galluadet
College an institution for the deaf.
National special education policy grew during the last half of the 1800s and the
first decade of the 1900s. In 1869, Boston established the first public day school for the
deaf Providence, Rhode Island's public schools established classes for retarded children
just before the end of the century, while at the same time Chicago was establishing
classes for the physically handicapped and the blind. Studies by the U.S. Office of
Education indicate the percentage ofhandicapped children being provided special
education as 12% in 1948,21% in 1963, and 38% in 1968 (Council ofExceptional
Children, 1974).
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In 1958, President Dwight Eisenhower signed into law two bills that would have
significant impact on the education ofexceptional children and public education as a
whole. Public Law 85-926 provided grants to colleges and universities to train persoimel
to teach deaf children. This law expanded to aU exceptionalities and in 1963 became the
foundation for what would become The Education of the Handicapped Act. That same
year, the National Defense Education Act became law. This federal act was significant
for three reasons: (1) it represented the first major federal investment in elementary and
secondary education; (2) it was categorical in that it focused on specific national needs
and populations; and (3) it had as one of its primary missions the advancement of gifted
and talented children. In 1963, President John Kennedy upgraded the U.S. Office of
Education's 1931 Section on Exceptional Children to the Division ofHandicapped
Children and Youth. This section was, however, abolished in 1965.
In 1965, Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA)
with a primary focus on improving the instructional program of educationally
disadvantaged children, including handicapped children. When it became evident that
handicapped children were not being directly benefited. Congress responded by adding a
specific program (P.L. 89-313) to aid the education ofhandicapped children in state-
supported schools and institutions. In 1966, Congress created the Education of the
Handicapped Act (P. L. 89-790). This act has been the foundation of the federal role in
grants to states, state plans, research and personnel preparation and also mandated the
establishment of the Bureau ofEducation for the Handicapped (BEE!) in the U.S. Office
ofEducation (USOE).
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During the remainder of the 1960s, Congress continued to expand the federal role
in special education by amending EHA and adding programs such as regional resource
centers, centers for deaf-blind children, instructional media, teacher recruitment, early
childhood models and programs for children with specific learning disabilities. While
Congress was creating special federal programs for special education, it also began to set
aside funds for handicapped youth within the basic federal program of support to the
states for vocational education.
In 1971, the courts were ordering equal education opportunity for all handicapped
children, affirming that the Fourteenth Amendment allowed nothing short of a "zero
reject" for these children in the nation's school systems.
In 1971 and 1972, two major precedent-setting decrees came down from the
bench. The Permsylvania Association for Retarded Children, (PARO v. Commonwealth
ofPennsylvania (1971), and soon thereafter inMills v. D. C. Board ofEducation (1972),
the not-so-invisible walls of exclusion were tom down, and specific procedural due
process rights for handicapped children and their parents were ordered. Many cases were
filed across the country and fairly consistent decrees were being handed down in the
various courts. Mills and PARC were being affirmed nationwide.
Abeson and Bolick (1973) compiled a litigation document and cited 31 cases as
pending or completed under the general rubric of right to education. Through the long
procession ofdetailed litigation, not one but a number ofessential rights for handicapped
children were being collectively afiirmed from the bench. These legal rights were: (1)
the right to free public education; (2) the right to full and appropriate education; (3) the
right to full administrative due process of law; (4) the right to education in the least
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restrictive educational environment; and (5) the right to ethnically and racially
nondiscriminatory testing and other assessment procedures.
Two other discrete lines of litigation accompanied and to a degree blended with
the judicial "right-to-educationmovement" also called the "right to treatment" movement,
which was well represented by the case ofWvattv. Sticknev (1977) in which Judge
Johnson of the Northern U.S. District ofAlabama offered a celebrated decree on behalf of
right to treatment for the institutionalized mentally ill and mentally retarded. In addition,
the courts were now addressing the alleged over-representation ofboth racial and ethnic
minorities in special education in a line of cases that began with Diana v. State Board of
Education (1970), quickly followed by the case ofLarrv P. v. Riles (1972).
It seems that much of the growing citizen pressure on behalf of handicapped
children was felt by the members of the state legislatures between 1970 and 1975. There
was a kind of imprecedented flurry ofactivity to enact statutes guaranteeing special
education for handicapped children. By 1972, almost 70% of the states had enacted
mandatory legislation requiring the education of all handicapped children. By 1975, all
but two states had ^opted some type ofmandatory legislation and 37 ofthe 48 states had
passed their special education legislation (Abeson, 1972).
It is thus abundantly clear that even before enactment of federal mandates, the
vastmajority of the states had committed themselves to a positive agenda on behalfof
handicapped children. It was now left to the federal government to seal the agreement in a
manner that would allow no boxmdaries either regional, state or local to impede the
progress of the special education program.
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At this point in time, a very critical commonality of objectives was taking shape
across the country among certain major national organizations, which imtil now had been
fighting the good fight on behalf ofhandicapped children, primarily in the courts and the
state legislatures. These organizations now found themselves remarkably unified in their
quest to persuade Congress that it must issue a "national minimum floor of
responsibility." These organizations included the Council for Exceptional Children, the
Association for Retarded Citizens, United Cerebral Palsy, Inc., the Association for
Children with Learning Disabilities, the Society for Autistic Children, the Epilepsy
Foundation ofAmerica, and the American Speech, Language and Hearing Association.
These organizations were joined by some very prominent national educational
organizations such as the National School Boards Association (representing the local
boards of education nationwide), the Council ofChief State School Officers, and the
National Education Association. These educational organizations were, of course,
equally dedicated to achieving an appropriate education for handicapped children but had
other, more pragmatic objectives in lending their support. They had an eye toward
whatever federal fiscal assistance might be brought into play to meet court and state
mandates, and the obvious benefit a floor ofnationwide policy would have in offsetting
their current obligation to respond to every individual court order and the often quite
varying details of legislation firom state to state.
A noteworthy Congressional event during this period was P. L. 93-380, The
Federal Education Amendment of 1974, signed by President Gerald Ford on August 24,
1974. This was a significant piece of legislation for all exceptional children, handicapped
and gifted. For the handicapped, this legislation acknowledged the right to an education
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as previously affirmed by the courts and the state legislatures and ordered a number of
state plan assurances on matters such as least restrictive environment and due process
safeguards. P. L. 93-380 was short on hard mandatory clout and therefore a tougher law
would be required. It was, however, described as the "early warning legislation" for
exceptional children.
The most renowned legislation for handicapped children came in the form ofP.L.
94-142. OnNovember 29, 1975, President Gerald Ford signed into law Public Law 94-
142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975. This law ordered that "a
free appropriate public education will be available for all handicapped children between
the ages of three and eighteen within the state not later than September 1,1978." It
ordered a guarantee of all the other rights previously established through litigation;
prescribed a written, individualized education program for every handicapped child
receiving special education; stipulated a single agency responsibility in each state; and
established an authority for greatly increased federal participation in the financing of
special education.
P.L. 94-142 expounded upon the historic Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.
Section 504 constitutes a one-sentence "Civil Rights Act" for handicapped Americans of
all ages. It reads:
No otherwise qualified handicapped individual in the United States shall solely by
reason ofhis handicap be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefit
of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving
federal financial assistance.
Section 504 needed regulations and it took a number ofyears. Therefore, a situation was
created that caused the regulation for P.L. 94-142 and Section 504 to be finalized at
roughly the same time. It became critical that the final regulations for Section 504, as
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they related to elementary and secondary education, conformed as closely as possible to
the statutes and the regulations ofP.L. 94-142.
P.L. 94-142 was not revolutionary in terms ofwhat it required because most of
the policies, procedures, and services that were set forth by this act represent standards
that had been laid down since 1971 by courts, legislatures and other public policy bodies
throughout the country. It prescribed a prominent role for the federal government in
delivery of services to handicapped children. The act represents the continued evolution
of federal responsibility and commitment in the provision of equal educational
opportunity to vulnerable and/orminority group children.
While many individuals enthusiastically applauded the passage ofP.L. 94-142
and openly proclaimed it to be the new "Bill ofRights for Handicapped Children," others,
at least from an administrative perspective, cautioned that the implementation of a statute
as detailed and prescriptive as this law could be problematic. According to Dr. Edwin
Martin, former Assistant Secretary for Special Education and Rehabilitative Services,
P.L. 94-142 hoped to achieve a higher level of responsiveness to parents and
handicapped children than the system has ever provided to anyone.
The act was amended in 1986 with the Education for All Handicapped Children
Act Amendment, P.L. 99-457. The amendment, along with other changes, mandated
services for preschoolers, as well as strengthened the identification and referral services
that were available through the initial act.
. In 1990, P. L. 94-142 was reauthorized. The result was the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), P. L. 101476. IDEA changed some of the language
ofP.L. 94-142. The major terminology change was from the word "handicapped" to the
19
term "children with disabilities." This was done to focus more on the child rather than
the disability. IDEA added two more disability categories to those previously covered
under P. L. 94-142, "autism" and "traumatic" brain injury. This continues the mandate of
the original P.L. 94-142, providing programs to identify and serve children under the age
of three and adults from age eighteen to twenty-one.
P. L. 94-142, IDEA, and P.L. 101-487 provide specific guidelines for educational
institutions, teachers, and evaluators concerning children with disabilities in public and
private school systems. These guidelines include identification, evaluation and
placement. They also mandate that a continuum of services be offered to children with
disabilities and that these children be educated with their non-disabled peers "to the
maximum extent appropriate" to the needs of the student (see continuum of service chart
in the Appendix).
At present, there are three terms that are used to describe the methods used by
schools to comply with all of the laws and guidelines that govern their response and
compliance of student placement.
1. Mainstreaming - The selective placement of "special" education students in
one ormore "regular" education classes. The studentmust earn the opportunity to be
mainstreamed through the ability to "keep up" with the work assigned to other students in
the class. This concept is closely linked to traditional forms of special education service
delivery.
2. Inclusion - The selective placement of "special" education students into the
school and classroom that he/she would attend ifnot disabled and bringing the support
personnel and services to the child (rather than moving the child to the services) and
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requires only that the child will benefit from being in the class (rather than having to keep
up with the other students).
3. Full Inclusion - This term is primarily used to refer to the belief that
instructional practices and technological supports are presently available to accommodate
all students in the schools and classrooms they would otherwise attend ifnot disabled.
Proponents of full inclusion tend to encourage that special education services be delivered
in the form of training and technical assistance to "regular" classroom teachers.
Needless to say, there is often much public outcry from all concerned in any of the
aforenamed methods ofdelivery. Educators who must execute the mandates are imsettled
and parents ofdisabled and nondisabled students alike are concerned as to whether or not
their students are getting the full benefit of school each day.
Though the mandates are made and the guidelines set, compliance is often not a
cut and dried matter. Unfortunately, the language of statements such as "least restrictive
environment," and "maximum extent appropriate" often leaves many questions
unanswered: When is inclusion appropriate? What supplementary aids and services are
reasonable in a cost-conscious school district? When can one conclude that inclusion
cannot be achieved satisfactorily? Whose satisfaction takes priority? (Ebstein 1995).
Because the U.S. Supreme Court has not directly addressed the issue of inclusion,
each federal circuit court must set its own criteria for determining when inclusion is
appropriate. A circuit court decision sets a precedent to be followed in the state within
the court's jurisdiction. Lower courts in jurisdictions where there has been no circuit
court precedent are influenced by opinions from other jurisdictions. To know the criteria
a school district should use to determine whether inclusion is appropriate for a particular
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child, one must be familiar with the precedent followed by the federal circuit in that
jurisdiction. This is important information for parents to have whether they want their
child included or are advocating a more segregated placement.
The State ofGeorgia, along with Alabama and Florida, make up the Eleventh
Jurisdiction of federal circuit courts of the United States. A case that set precedence for
this jurisdiction was Greer v. Rome City School District. This case was brought by the
parents ofChristy Greer, a ten year old with Down Syndrome. The court applied the
Daniel R. test, developed by the Fifth District to effectuate a case, Daniel R. v. State
Board ofEducation, which requires a school district to weigh four factors in determining
whether a child can receive an appropriate education in a regular classroom. The four
factors are: (1) the educational benefit to the child, (2) the non-acadcemic benefits to the
child, (3) the potential disruption to the classroom, and (4) the cost of the placement with
all necessary supplementary aids and services. The school district must make reasonable
efforts to accommodate the child in a regular classroom, not "mere token gestures," but if
the child cannot be placed in a regular classroom, the school district should integrate the
child into regular school activities whenever possible.
Daniel R. was xmable to master any part of the curriculum and his need for
constant attention disrupted the class; therefore, the court ultimately permitted Daniel to
be placed in a self-contained special education class. The Greer case, however, resulted
in opposite results. The application of the Daniel R test to this case yielded results that
caused the court to decide that Christy Greer's school district in Georgia had not made a
sincere effort to accommodate her in a regular classroom and it was ruled that the district
must consider all supplementary aids, services and curriculum modifications that could
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facilitate Christy's inclusion. Christy's school district was ordered to place her in a
regular classroom. The Greer case sets a precedent that must be followed in Alabama,
Georgia and Florida.
On Jxme 27,1912, the Board ofEducation of the district involved in this study
began its journey into special education by hearing a plea from Dr. Thomas for a school
for deaf and dumb children. Dr. Thomas was asked to get a count ofhowmany children
would attend such a school if it was opened. At her report of ten or twelve students, the
board agreed to establish a class for the deaf at Ashby Street School. Mrs. Sarah Small
Temple was employed in the fall to teach the class at a salary of $1,000 for the year
(Ecke, 1972).
On January 27,1949, superintendent Jarrell requested the addition of an assistant
superintendent for special education along with three other superintendents for personnel,
instruction and business affairs. The provision for a position for an assistant
superintendent for special education reflected a growing interest and emphasis on this
field of education. Two other actions during the year demonstrated clearly a positive
attitude on the part ofthe Board ofEducation: (1) A class for cerebral palsied children
was being conducted at St. Luke's Church as a cooperative venture between the Cerebral
Palsy Society ofGeorgia, the Georgia Department ofEducation, the Junior League
Speech School, Ardmore Hospital and the Atlanta and Fulton County School Systems.
This, according to Jarrell, was the beginning of a school for handicapped children. (2) A
program was presented to the Board from the Junior League Speech School that involved
teachers being sent into regular schools to assist 294 students with speech defects.
Ninety-one totally deaf children were also attending clinics at the Speech School for an
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hour once or twice a week. The contribution of the Board to this program amounted to
$10,000.
In 1952, it was reported that eight teachers worked in the schools in conjunction
with the Junior League Speech School; teachers were provided for Ardmore and Grady
Hospital. There were home-bound teachers, teachers at the Cerebral Palsy School, a class
for the blind being taught at Faith School and teachers ofmentally retarded children at
several of the elementary and high schools.
Board minutes of the school system for 1953 reflected an entry that the
superintendent reported that a class for black children suffering from Cerebral Palsy
would begin in September at C. W. Hill School on the same basis as for the one being
provided for white children~the Board would furnish the teacher, room and equipment.
The superintendent remarked that to her knowledge, the system was a pioneer in
establishing such a class for blacks in the State ofGeorgia.
While this was quite commendable, the 1955 Ivey Report, the result of an
intensive study of the system under the direction ofDr. John E. Ivey, Jr. who was serving
as director of the Southern Regional Education Board, made the following
recommendations:
1. That the system make plans to improve the special education program for
the physically handicapped—deaf, blind, spastics, children with speech
defects, slow learners and rapid learners. Fifty professional people are
now engaged in this work — need 200.
2. That the Board should accept full financial responsibility for providing an
adequate supply of instructional materials. It is poor economy to employ
teachers and then not give them the tools with which to work. An
expenditure of $5 per pupilwill be necessary.
3. That the system should systematize a continuing program of instructional
evolution.
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4. That Council strongly recommends that the... System adopt an
experimental approach to its instructional problems.
When it came to the actual financing of these recommendations, "provide more
adequate special education programs" was placed in Group III of three groups. It was not
highly prioritized.
The next notation of special education came in April 1956 vvlien Dr. Jarrell
reported plans for an expanded program for teaching blind children. By fall, this was
extended to include additional services for other handicapped children, such as the deaf
and mentally retarded. In November, Dr. Jarrell emphasized work being done in special
classes for slow learners. A program to identify these students was already in operation,
additional special classes were being provided in elementary schools, and retarded pupils
in the eighth grade were being taught in special groups by selected teachers who worked
with them for longer periods of time rather than the customary one hour class periods.
The number of teachers for exceptional classes increased from ten during the 1950-1951
school term to eighty at the beginning of the 1959-1960 school term. The system began
to receive funds from the federal government under the National Defense Education Act.
During the periods of 1957-1960, three special schools were in operation in connection
with the school system. They were the Atlanta Speech School, Cerebral Palsy School,
and Ardmore. During the summer of 1967, funds from the federal government helped to
make it possible for the system to open the Center for Childrenwith Learning Problems
located atWhitaker School. Pupils accepted by the center would attend it full time rather
than attend their regular school. As more andmore emphasis was being placed on the
education of disabled students, decisions concerning support services for students
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identified as multi-handicapped (a child with two or more physical problems severe
enough to interfere with his receiving all or part ofhis education in a regular classroom)
were made. The school system provided services that they could and contracted other
services out to such organizations as the Atlanta Easter Seal Rehabilitation Center at a
rate of $5.50 per hour, with the cost not to exceed $137.50 perweek during the 1970-
1971 school year.
The school system of the study has made much progress toward meeting the goals
ofthe federal mandate, which was imposed upon them. Like all other states, however,
there is much more to accomplish. Information presented in the Appendix attests to the
growth and advancement of the program for students with disabilities.
Principals’ Attitudes
According to researchers such as Edmonds (1978) and Purkey and Smith (1978),
the principal sets the tone for the school, be it positive or negative. It is needless to say,
then, that the principal's attitude about the inclusion of students with disabilities into the
regular classroomwill influence that of staffmembers. A search for literature on
principal's attitude did not yield as much information as expected.
A study that did approximate this study examined the attitudes of elementary
school principals toward the education of students with disabilities in the regular
classroom. Bennett (1996) examined the attitudes ofprincipals in Indiana toward the
practice of inclusion. The study's population consisted of230 randomly selected
elementary school principals who completed a survey instrument developed by the
researcher designed to ascertain their attitudes toward the inclusion of students with
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disabilities into the regular classroom. The survey instrument consisted of demographic
questions that addressed the study's independent variables and statements designed to
ascertain the study's dependent variable, attitude toward the inclusion ofdisabled students
into the regular classroom. Results indicated that principals receiving minimal amounts
ofprofessional development training tend to have more negative attitudes toward
inclusion than principals receiving more extensive training. There was not a statistically
significant relationship between principals' attitudes toward inclusion and the type of
professional development training they had received, the amount ofprofessional training
in special education they had received, nor their previous experience with students with
disabilities in administrative settings.
McAneny (1992), in a study that examined the relationship between principals'
attitudes toward mainstreaming and referral and placement decisions relative to disabled
students, surveyed 111 New Jersey elementary school principals by utilizing the Survey
ofPrincipal's Opinion Relative to Mainstreaming Special Needs Children Questionnaire.
Data were analyzed by correlation and miiltiple regression procedures. The researcher
concluded that principals who reported more positive attitudes toward mainstreaming
were more likely to provide students with disabilities with opportunities to remain in die
regular classroom. Principals with more administrative experience, however, were foimd
less likely to support mainstreaming as a placement option for students with disabilities.
A few other researchers such as Rieck and Knight (1992) concluded that
administrator and teacher attitudes toward mainstreaming tended to be initially positive,
but became less so as an increased share of the responsibility for student instruction
became the responsibility of the regular classroom teacher. Landers, Dill and Weaver
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(1995), in a study, Inclusionary Skills and Practice of Inservice Principals and Teachers:
Implication for Restructuring Teacher Education Programs, conducted in Ohio public
schools, concluded that building administrators appear to be consistent in feeling that
communicating with teachers and being committed to^ students are critically important
elements of inclusive education. The study revealed several needs ofbuilding
administrators such as the need of an opportunity to explore the concept of inclusion and
the support needed for inclusive education, the need to value ^ learners irrespective of
their learning rate, the need to develop leadership skills to traverse the political waters
and effect change based on the education of individuals, and the need to acquire strategies
for communicating with parents about inclusive education. Many of these needs can be
accomplished through a variety of field experiences in inclusive and diverse settings.
Don Essig (1985), a principal of a high school in Oregon, explains that it was the
encouragement, dialogue and planning sessions with his building staff that sold him on
the inclusion process. He stated that he was convinced and the "1300/13 theory" was
conceived. The 1300 regular students and staff members in the school could leam and
benefit from exposure to the 13 handicapped students as much as they could leam jfrom
the non-handicapped. The students would be considered an opportunity, not a burden.
The concept of inclusion with all of its ramifications must be examined as the building
administrator forms a philosophy ofeducational leadership for his/her school.
Teachers* Attitudes
While research regarding principals’ attitudes toward inclusion has been
conducted relatively infrequently, the topic ofteacher attitudes toward the inclusion of
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students with disabilities into the regular classroom has been the subject of considerable
study. One might surmise that this is because the teacher is closest to the situation.
Researchers have noted that teachers' attitudes are critical in the process of
successful inclusion. Home (1983) found that negative attitudes on the part ofregular
classroom teachers can put the success ofthe disabled children in jeopardy. While
teachers who were more enthusiastic kept their students' attention longer and increased
on-task behavior, Enoch (1986) rated the teacher as the most important determinant in
whether or not inclusion would be beneficial to a disabled child. Gans (1987) compared
the willingness of regular and special educators to teach disabled students by identifying
both demographic and attitudinal variables as possible determinants. A 99-item survey
instrument was sent to 496 regular and special education teachers in northeastern Ohio
with a 44% response rate. The researcher utilized yes-no and Likert-type scale response
modes on the questiormaire. Gans concluded fiom the responses on the questionnaire that
the willingness ofregular educators to teach disabled students was shaped by
nonaffective personal characteristics and by instractional concerns of a procedural nature.
She suggested that the relative importance of demographic variables to teachers’
■willingness to instruct disabled students points to a need for inservice programs that are
founded in the context of the teachers' daily routines. Gans further suggested that
inservice programs, which are presented in an after-school setting, lack the immediacy of
programs that offer teacher support ■within the context of their classrooms. The
respondents in this study were of the opinion that the support should come with the child,
which is the inclusion model as defined in this study.
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Myles and Simpson (1992) addressed the instructional modifications needed to
persuade general education teachers to accept learning disabled and behaviorally
disordered students into their classrooms. The researchers sought to determine if certain
demographic characteristics of teachers (i.e., gender, years of teaching experience,
number of special education courses completed, and the number of students included)
affected the number and type ofmodifications deemed necessary for them to accept
behavioral and learning disabled students into their classrooms. The study's subject pool
consisted of 381 regular education teachers in grades one through six. The researchers
used a survey instrument designed to assess the regular educators' acceptance of students
with learning and behavioral problems in regular class settings. The instrument contained
a series of vignettes about mild disabilities students. Respondents were instructed to
indicate whether they would be willing to have the student described in the vignette
mainstreamed into their classrooms eitiier with the modifications they had identified or
without such modifications. Of the 381 teachers surveyed, 51% completed and returned
the surveys. Results indicated that the availability of appropriate support services,
appropriate class size, availability of paraprofessionals, and availability of additional
planning time were the modifications desired most by respondents. Data suggested that:
Teacher demographic variables served neither to impact the number of teacher-
selectedmodifications, nor to predict teacher willingness or vmwillingness to
accept students vrithmild exceptionalities into their classrooms.
The researchers concluded, in part, that general educators may be willing to acceptmildly
handicapped students into their classrooms if requisite modifications are made.
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The Principals’ Role in Special Education Program
Implementation
The principal plays one of the most important roles in an inclusive school.
Inclusion programs are not successful if the principal does not take an active and positive
role in the process. According to Raison, Hanson, Hall and Reynolds (1995), the
principal cannot see inclusion as a program that takes place only in classrooms. Inclusion
must become a schoolwide philosophy; it must permeate the school and become a
building block for all other programs that occur.
Martha Snell (1995) and her colleagues interviewed staffmembers in a Virginia
school asking what they felt the role of the principal should be. The list included the
following:
the principal should set up a school inclusion committee and play an active role in
its deliberations;
the principal should assist staffmembers in the transition toward inclusion;
the principal should constantly provide support to teachers;
the principal should address the concerns ofparents and the school commimity
about inclusion;
the principal should manage the schoolwide logistics of inclusion.
In an article adapted from "Creating Schools for All Our Students," (1994) by the
Council for Exceptional Children in collaboration with NASSP, it was suggested that in
order to support inclusive schools, principals should:
organize a team of parents and staffmembers, including themselves, to help plan
inclusive strategies and practices;
make sure that teachers, paraprofessionals, substitutes, services persoimel, other
support staffmembers and parents receive the training and support they need;
make sure the teachers and paraprofessionals get the planning time they need;
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explore co-teaching with staffand ask for volunteers because teachers forced into
co-teaching may be resentful;
know the rights of students with disabilities and their families and the
responsibilities of school personnel; and
empower and support staff.
While these are all very important points, Richard Villa (1995) concludes that
administrators can support teachers in their inclusion efforts by providing them with
training, listening to their concerns, helping them solve problems, adjusting their
schedules so that they can collaborate and giving them feedback. Administrators can also
make sure that teachers get the resources, technical, material and human support that they
need to make inclusion work. Gameros (1994) conducted a study that suggested that
principals believed that their leadership was a critical factor in the provision of services to
students with disabilities within their buildings. The researcher developed a survey
instrument that was administered to 63 principals in school districts which had previously
been identified as "effective" relative to effective schools research. Principals in these
schools, in addition to their beliefs that their impact on programs for disabled students
was of importance, also identified possible determinants for student placement. The
principal, as stated earlier, sets the tone of the school. In order to provide an effective
inclusive program, the role of the administrator is to provide a vision that everyone—
school, faculty, students, parents and the community-can believe in and support.
Effectiveness of InclusiveiPrograms
The results of research examining the effectiveness of inclusive approaches to
educating students with disabilities mirrors the ambiguity found in research addressing
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attitudes toward inclusion. Nisbet (1994) has criticized the lack of quantitative data to
support inclusive programs by stating that "Inclusion research... commonly takes the
form of ethnographic studies, narratives, case studies, anecdotes, and surveys..." A
Department ofEducation (1993) report concludes, however, that there are "clear patterns
among the research that indicate improved student outcomes as a result of integrated
placements." An analysis of research compiled by Baker, Wang, and Walberg (1994)
indicated that the effects of inclusive versus non-inclusive educational placements for
students with disabilities demonstrated "a small-to-moderate beneficial effect of inclusive
education on the academic and social outcomes of special-needs children." They further
stated that "the effects of inclusion are positive and worthwhile, but they are not huge."
Halahan, Keller, McKinney, Lloyd, and Bryan (1988), however, have stated that previous
conclusions byWang suggesting the effectiveness of inclusive programs were only
suggestive ofbenefits for disabled students and do not support a rationale for regular
education placement.
A number of studies have addressed the effect of inclusive educational approaches
on student socialization. In a study that investigated student social interaction in
integrated classrooms, Ray (1985) utilized sociometric information provided by both
teachers and students in addition to data firom direct observations of student interaction.
Results of the study indicated that although both teachers and peers view students with
mild disabilities as less socially acceptable, such students were as likely to engage in
positive interactions with peers as were non-disabled students.
Ebstein (1995) points up the fact that advocates of inclusion question how
individuals with disabilities can be prepared for community living and society at large if
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they know nothing but special programs and segregation. The fact that a continuum of
alternative placements (least restrictive environment), has been required since enactment
in 1973 of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and in 1975 of the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act-P.L. 94-142 (now Individuals with Disabilities Enactment
Act [IDEA])-apparentlymeans little to advocates of inclusion. LRE means that "to the
maximum extent appropriate" childrenwith disabilities should be educated with children
who do not have disabilities and that special classes, separate schooling or other removal
of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment occurs only when
the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with the
use of supplementary aids and services caimot be achieved satisfactorily. Still, Ebenstein
further states that LRE to these advocates is not in and of itselfa bad practice, it just does
not go far enough.
McDonnell, McDonnell, Hardman, andMcCune 1991) investigated the adaptive
behavior of severely disabled students who were enrolled in schools taking part in a
federally funded program, which provided support for inclusion efforts. Students with
disabilities were supported either fully or partially in the general education setting and
were also placed in age-appropriate grade level homerooms. The Scales of Independent
Behavior was administered to students as a measure ofadaptive behavior on a pre/post¬
test basis. The researchers identified increased social skills ofdisabled students as an
outcome of inclusive approaches while noting that some improvement could have been
attributed to maturation. Similarly, Burello andWright (as cited in the National Center
on Education Restructuring and Inclusion [NCERI] Bulletin, 1995) found increases in
student self-esteem resulted from integrated instruction settings.
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Although there is evidence that regular class placement of students with
disabilities can result in both interactionwith their non-disabled peers and enhanced self¬
esteem, a recent study has suggested that the social acceptance of such students by then-
peers does not necessarily result from inclusive placements. Sale and Carey (1995)
examined the social acceptance of students with disabilities in a school that had
implemented a fully inclusive model of service delivery and did not label students by
category ofeligibility. The school had instituted a policy whereby students in need of
special education services were not referred for eligibility determination but instead
received such services without being specifically identified as special education students.
The subject population of the study included students with a range of disabilities
although most were identified. Students who had been previously declared eligible for
special education services (and consequently labeled), students who would have met
eligibility criteria had the eligibility process been initiated, and a randomly selected
control group matched by gender constituted the sub-groups.
Approximately 905 of the school's student population was interviewed using a
peer nomination technique designed to determine social acceptance by asking students
whom they liked the most and whom they liked the least. Results indicated that clear and
substantial differences were found between students with current or suspected disabilities
and their peers without disabilities. The patterns of social preference are similar to those
foimd in other studies where students were mainstreamed from a resource room. Putting
students together for 100% of the day in this school did not change how they are reported
to be liked or disliked by the same-aged peers.
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Students in the non-labeled group that received special education services were
viewed the most negatively. The researchers concluded that this finding indicated "not
identifying students does not positively affect their sociometric status. The peers of
students with disabilities nominated unlabeled students more negatively than labeled
students."
In a study regarding whether the amoimt of instructional time devoted to non¬
disabled students is affected by the presence of students with disabilities, Staub and Peck
(1994) noted that:
The presence of students with severe disabilities had no effect on levels of
allocated or engaged time (ofnon-disabled children). Further, time lost to
interruptions of instruction was not significantly different in inclusive and
noninclusive classroom.
They further stated that non-disabled students experienced no change in their rate of
academic progress. Research by Hunt, Staub, Alwell, and Goetz (1994) addressed the
achievement ofboth disabled and non-disabled students placed together in cooperative
learning groups. Results indicated that students with severe disabilities in the learning
groups demonstrated targeted basic skills while their non-disabled peers performed as
well on targeted academic objectives as members ofa control group in a classroom that
did not include severely disabled students.
Murry Shulman (1991) undertook research to evaluate the impact of the
legitimized inclusion ofnon-handicapped students in K-8 resource rooms in Bangor,
Maine. Out of the study came five general conclusions:
1. Special education teachers felt less pressured to identify borderline




Special education teachers perceived increased benefit to students with
and without identified educational disabilities.
3. Special education teachers were more satisfied with their positions.
4. The number of identified students with educational disabilities served in
Bangor's K-8 resource rooms decreased, while the number ofnon-
identified students served increased.
5. Resource room use, as measured by the number ofweekly student
contracts and weekly student contactminutes in the district's K-8 resource
rooms increased.
The experience of the Bangor School System suggests that the split between
regular and special education may be an unnecessary state of affairs for education.
Critics of the split between special education and regular education should be encouraged
by the success of this school system. The power ofhistory and tradition notwithstanding,
the current standard practice of requiring a student to be identified as having an
educational disability in order to receive special education services, limits the potential
instructional benefit of those programs. These results, involving the legitimized
expansion of resource room services beyond the population of students with educational
disabilities, implicitly support the unification ofprograms that serve imique student
populations as suggested by Maynard Reynolds, Margaret Wang, and Herbert Walberg
(1987). Such a development might provide an opportunity for the creation of a new
generation ofeducational specialists, well-armed with instructional methodologies and
materials appropriate for an ever-widening variety ofstudente.
Though much time has passed and new techniques have come and gone, much
still remains the same. Some of the ideas that were thought to be revolutionary, when
Itard, Sequin and their successors began to work with children with special needs, are still
referred to today. These ideas include;
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Individualized instruction, in which the child's characteristics rather than
prescribed academic content provide the basis for teaching techniques.
A carefully sequenced series ofeducational tasks, beginning with tasks any child
can perform and gradually leading to more complex learning.
Emphasis on stimulation and awakening of the child's senses, the aim being to
make the child more aware of and responsive to educational stimuli.
Meticulous arrangement of the child's environment, so that the structure ofthe
environment and the child's experience of it lead naturally to learning.
Immediate reward for correct performance, providing reinforcement for desirable
behavior.
Tutoring in functional skills, the desire to make the child as self-sufficient and
productive as possible in everyday life.
Belief that every child should be educated to the greatest extent possible, the
assumption being that every child can improve to some degree.
This researcher proposes that special education and regular education came "hand
in hand" to the very first meeting of teacher and students at a gathering named "school."
When any group assembles itself for the purpose of learning any skill or subject,
individual differences in ability to learn are par for the course. The teachers of the past
took it all in stride and taught all present in the bestmaimer possible. Therefore, it is
paramoimt that today, same as then, all students must be given every opportunity possible
to receive an education that equips them to meet the challenges presented by a
competitive society.
Summary
The literature review is centered around topics that were investigated for this
research report. The topics reviewed were the evolution of special education programs,
principals' and teachers' attitudes toward inclusion ofstudents with disabilities, the
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The purpose of this study was to compare the attitudes of elementary principals
and teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom
as measured by foin factors that comprise the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory.
Prior to the 1970s, the term "special education" was not a familiar one. That is
because before 1975-1976, very few children with special needs were able to receive any
educational services, regular or special, from public school systems.
Students who had special needs or who learned differently from the norm, were
either institutionalized, kept at home, or a very few who were permitted to attend public
school had only mild intellectual disabilities or many mild physical impairments (Dunn
1968). However, children who were very obviously different, either physically or
intellectually, were not allowed a free public education as were those students who were
developing normally. Many students with special needs were underserved, unserved, or
served in private settings. This seems to have been the attitude of society at the time.
The passage ofP.L. 94-142 in 1975 created an arena for a change of attitudes of
society and, of course, school personnel. Students with disabilities were to be included
into regular classrooms where appropriate and this would definitely call for
modifications, changed and strengthened competencies on the part of school personnel.
The principal, who is the leader, has an interpersonal influence that is exercised in
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situations and directed through the communication process toward the attainment of a
specific goal or goals (Bass 1981). If this is true, the principal who "sets the tone" for his
school has an influence on the attitudes ofthe teacher who must carry out the goals that
are given to the principal by the school system to implement. It is important that they are
on the same "page or at least in the same book" when it comes to their attitudes toward
the inclusion of smdents with disabilities in the regular classroom.
Figure 1 depicts the relationship between the independent and dependent variables
of the study. The attitudes of elementary principals’ and teachers toward the inclusion of
students with disabilities into the regular classroom was measured by four factors, which
make up the content of the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory.
It shows how the four factors were measured to determine the attitudes of teachers
and principals toward inclusion using the same instrument. Laymenmight express the
idea that principals do not teach students; therefore, their attitudes are really not very
important. Studies by Gertler (1994), and Bennett (1996) support the premise that the
administrator's attitude, style and the climate that he/she sets for his/her school influences
either positive or negative attitudes in those he/she supervises.
Since the organizational structure is made up of humans and they, of course, are
subject to various human reactions such as anger, happiness, cooperative spirit and spirits
of dissension, the leader must give attention to these reactions in a professional marmer.
This lends to the fact that the success or failure of an educational program can be
attributed to leadership.
Kahne (1996) in his book. Reframing Educational Policy, presents several







Figure 1. Model Depicting Relationship Between Independent and Dependent Variables.
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perspective. It deals with human capital. The inclusion concept fosters the belief that
some individuals (regular education students) should sacrifice for the good ofothers
(special education students) if such action raises total utility. Utilitarian educators focus
on the ways education can promote individual happiness and social welfare. They design
curriculum and develop pedagogy that meet the needs of society. Everyone benefits firom
inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
Inclusion is also rights based in perspective, in that "level playing field," "separate
but equal is inherently unequal," "help those who are less fortunate," "do unto others as
you'd have them do imto you," and "equal access" are all words used when discussing
policy, and rules and regulations governing compliance.
The communitarian and humanistic perspectives also have statements ofrhetoric
that fit the philosophy of inclusion such as cooperative learning and inclusion for
communitarian proponents and child centered for the humanistic proponents. All four
perspectives in their goals for education all seem to speak to some of the concepts of the
inclusion philosophy of educating children. Education of students with special needs is
for the public good (utilitarian). The special needs students have the right to an education
as long as it does not infiinge on the rights ofothers (rights based). Educators are
charged with the responsibility to develop a respect for diversity among students
(communitarian) and to enhance students' personal growth and healthier attitudes toward
self, their peers, and learning (humanistic).
These perspectives are supported by such as RawTs (1971), Hayek’s (1976), and
Dewey's (1927) claim that "the clean consciousness of coimmmal life, in all its
implementations, constitute the idea ofdemocracy." Dewey questioned, "How numerous
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and varied are the interests which are consciously shared? How full and free is the
interplay with other forms of association?"
The job of administrator is a multi-faceted one. Many school administrators are
defensive and somewhat annoyed with the problems of special education students.
Johnson and Bower (1992) note that the time spent on the students in conferences, on
paperwork, in developing the individualized education programs (lEPs), and meeting
with the parents of special education students has left a decidedly negative impression
with some principals about the subject. It has tended to become an emotional shroud that
has fostered a quiet but genuine backlash by administrators rarely observed in public but
very familiar in battles inside the bureaucracy. The authors contend that more
administrators have probably ended up in court due to questions regarding a special
education student or program than because ofany other situation. Unlike other areas of
federal involvement in education, programming for special education students is
mandated rather than permissive. Unlike any other group of students, those identified as
disabled have a status defining their rights to free, appropriate, public education.
Students who are not identified or disabled have no such guarantee. Parents of children
not identified or disabled are often unaware of their rights, whereas parents of children
with special needs are frequently well aware of their rights and those of their children and
are used to asserting themselves to protect them. Administrators, then, must be armed
with information regarding the rights of these students. These rights are under the
guardianship of the courts. Thus, in addition to being aware of the case law and
precedents regarding these students, administrators must also be aware of the actions.
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procedures, and strategies that may be employed in their programs and schools to
enhance the development of these students and ensure appropriate programs.
Definition of Terms
The following operational definitions are pertinent to this research study:
1. Mainstreaming - This term has generally been used to refer to the selective
placement of special education students in one or more "regular" education classes.
Mainstreaming proponents generally assume that a student must "earn" his or her
opportunity to be mainstreamed through the ability to "keep up" with the work assigned
by the teacher to the other students in the class. This concept is closely linked to
traditional forms of special education.
2. Inclusion - This term is used to refer to the commitment to educate each child,
to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and classroom he or she would
otherwise attend. It involves bringing the support services to the child (rather than
moving the child to the services) and requires only that the childwill benefit fi'om being
in the class (rather than having to keep up with the other students).
3. Full Inclusion - This term is primarily used to refer to the belief that
instructional practices and technological supports are presently available to accommodate
all students in the schools and classrooms they would otherwise attend if not disabled.
Proponents of full inclusion tend to encourage that special education services generally be
delivered in the form of training and technical assistance to "regular" classroom teachers.
4. Attitude - How elementary principals and teachers feel about including
students with disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by the mean scores of
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their responses to questions contained in the study's data collection instrument, Attitude
Toward Inclusion Inventory.
5. Disabilities - Those conditions that impede normal functioning. For this
study, disabilities are limitations that have traditionally not been present in the regular
classroom such as blind or deaf students.
6. Regular Classroom - Classes in which students who are not disabled are
taught. Regular classroom is synonymous with the term "general classroom."
Definition ofVariables
Definition of variables are presented as evidence supporting the significant
elements of the investigation. These terms clarify the major issues under discussion. The
independent and dependent variables are defined as follows:
Independent Variables: Inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom is defined as the commitment to educate each child, to the maximum extent
appropriate, in the school and classroom that he or she would otherwise attend.
Disabilities are defined as those conditions that impede normal functioning.
Dependent Variables: The dependent variables are four factors on the Attitudes
Toward Inclusion Inventory, which will be used to measure the attitudes of principals and
teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.The
dependent variables are:
1. Learning capability
2. Inclusion3.Traditional limiting disability
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4. Classroom factors
Results of the study using these particular variables will, hopefully, target areas in
which preservice and inservice training can be beneficial to all school staff.
Null Hypotheses
The following null hypotheses were developed for this study:
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant diffefence between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by learning capability.
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by inclusion.
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by traditional learning
disability.
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by classroom factors.
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Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference between the altitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teaches toward the inclusion of studens with
disabilities into the regular classroom as measured by their total score on the ATI
Inventory.
Limitations of the Study
The education of children with disabilities has undergone significant change since
the passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (P. L. 94-142). This law
in 1975 mandated public school special education programs. Although P.L. 94-142
contained the provision that disabled students be educated in the least restrictive
environment, for a number of years after its passage the generally accepted method of
delivering educational services to many disabled students was primarily through
segregated, self-contained classes. This has caused great outcry of dissatisfaction among
proponents of inclusion.
This study looked at the effects of four factors of inclusion on the attitudes of
elementary principals and teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into
the regular classroom. This study was limited to 30 principals and 450 teachers in 30
randomly selected schools in a large urban public school district. The researcher of this
study could only assume that the responses of the subjects were acciarate. This study
compared the attitudes ofprincipals and teachers in 30 selected schools toward the
inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
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Summary
This chapter presented the theoretical framework for the study. It discussed the
role of theory, definition of the variables, relationship among the variables, the null
hypotheses and limitations of the study.
Many studies have been done by researchers who used demographic variables to
access the attitudes of school personnel toward various programs. A literature review for
this current study revealed that it is common thought that it is the teacher, principal, and
other staffmembers attitudes toward special needs students that make the program work
or not work.
The dependent variable of this study is inclusion of students with disabilities into
the regular classroom. It is related to the independent variables, which are four factors
thatmake up the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory that will give insight into the
attitudes ofelementary principals and teachers toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom. The null hypotheses were presented along with
the limitations of the study, which were elementary school principals and teachers in 30
selected schools.
Chapter IV presents the design of the study, description of the setting, sampling




The purpose of the study was to compare the attitudes of elementary principals
and teachers in 30 selected schools toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into
the regular classroom by four factors that comprise the Attitude Toward Inclusion
Inventory (ATI).
The research design is quantitative and employs correlational techniques. Ary,
Jacobs and Razavich (1985) defined a correlational study as one of the subcategories of
descriptive study. Correlational analysis allows for determination of the extent of the
relationship existing between variables. The correlational technique is very useful in the
study ofproblems in the field ofeducation. This design and technique enabled this
researcher to test hypotheses regarding the comparison of elementary principals' and
teachers' attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom.
Description of the Setting
This study was conducted in a large urban public school district. Thirty principals
and 450 teachers at the elementary level were solicited to participate in the study. For the
1996-1997 school term, the system reported 4,582 special education students out of the
total student population of over 60,000. Eighty-seven percent of these students receive
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free or reduced lunch. There are 70 elementary schools, 16 middle schools, 11 high
schools, 23 preschool programs, 9 alternative programs, 2 community schools, 1 adult
center, and 1 post-secondary technical school. All models ofdelivery are not present in
each school, however, there still are certain schools which house programs for same or
related disabilities. The principal's knowledge ofproper inclusionary models may be
through experience or general knowledge of the special education program.
Sampling Procedures
The type ofpopulation from which the subjects were selected has been
distinguished by education researchers as a target population or universe. According to
Borg and Gall (1983), this means all members of a real or hypothesized set ofpeople,
events or objects to which the researcher wishes to generalize the results of the study.
The subjects will be selected randomly according to Borg and Gall's explanation that a
random sample is one in which all members of the population have an equal chance of
being selected.
The names of all 70 elementary schools were placed in a box and 30 draws were
made. These became the schools at which the principal and 15 randomly selected regular
classroom teachers were asked to volunteer for the study. Faculty rosters were secured
for each of the selected schools and were purged so that only regular classroom teachers
would be included. These names were also placed in a box and 15 draws were made to
select the teachers who were asked to volunteer for the study.
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Description of the Instrument
The instrument used in this study was the Attitude Toward Inclusion Scale (ATI),
which is concerned with determining the attitudes of elementary school principals and
teachers toward inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
This scale was initially developed by Berryman and Neal (1980) as the Attitude
Toward Mainstreaming Scale, which measured attitudes toward the integration of
disabled students into the regular classroom. It has been revised by Stoler (1991) and
Wilczenski (1992). These researchers changed the name to Attitude Toward Inclusion
Inventory. The ATI has 24 items addressing different aspects of the inclusion concept. It
is scored using a Likert-type scale. The ATI has been used with regular education
personnel, is easily administered, and has validity and reliability in measuring attitudes
toward inclusion.
It has been validated and cross validated by the authors who obtained the
following results: Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for the total scale were .89 and
.88 for the two samples; those for individual factors ranged from .76 to .84. Pearson R.
correlation between individual factors, and total scale scores ranged from .81 to .86 with
factor interrelation ranging from .42 to .55 (Berryman and Neal 1980). These results
indicate that sufficient evidence exists concerning the reliability and factorial validity of
this scale to justify the use of the ATI Inventory in this study. As a confirmation for the
validity of the instrument, Berryman reveals that cross-cultural validation evidence was
provided by Green and Harvey (1983) who analyzed the factorial structure of the
Attitude Toward Mainstreaming Scale (ATMS) (for a sample of education students in
New Zealand). A principal component factoring procedure yielded the same factors
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found in the ATMS development sample (Berryman, Neal, and Robinson, 1980). Green
and Harvey concluded that, "The reliability and factorial validity of the ATMS foimd in
this study warrant its continued use in assessing attitudes toward mainstreaming and
attitude change."
Data Collection Procedures
In order to gather information about the attitudes ofelementary principals and
teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom, the
following steps were taken; Permission was obtained from the school district to do
research. This was done by submitting a research proposal, which was approved by the
iiniversity, and six copies each of the proposal and instrument, scoring instructions,
manuals, norms and interpretative data.
Upon receipt of district approval to conduct research, a packet ofmaterials was
sent to the subjects, which included a cover letter that explained the purpose of the
research, solicited participation, and affirmed anonymity of those who agreed to
participate in the study. A copy of the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory, directions
for its completion, and procedures for return of surveys were also included.
It was the hope of the researcher that this phase of the project would run
smoothly. It was very necessary for the respondents to be assured that their assistance
was very much needed and appreciated. The researcher did not, in any manner, betray
their trust by identifying the respondents or their schools.
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Statistical Application
Data generated was subjected to a series ofT-tests. This procedure was used to
determine the comparison ofattitudes toward inclusion ofelementary principals and
teachers. The forestated methods were used to analyze the data received from the
respondents in order to prove the validity of the null hypotheses. The null hypotheses
were tested at the probability level of .05 for acceptance or rejection.
Various studies reviewed continued to provide results that confirmed the fact that
the attitude of the principal influences the attitudes of the teachers toward inclusion of
students with disabilities. Studies by Burello (1992) andMullinix (1994) indicate that
research supports the conclusion that principals' attitudes toward the various aspects of
, special education, including an inclusion program, is vital to the success of such
endeavors. Burello further states that the development ofpositive attitudes is prerequisite
to the principal's effectiveness as an instructional leader and that the principal's attitude
toward both education and students with disabilities plays amajor role in his/her
"capacity to model and lead others." Mullinex (1994) studied teacher perceptions of the
possible relationship between the leadership style ofprincipals and principals' attitude
toward the mainstreaming ofelementary special education students. The study's sample
population consisted of 122 regular and special education elementary lead teachers. Two
survey instruments were used: The Profile of a School Instrument designed to measxure
teacher perceptions ofprincipal style and A Survey ofTeachers' Opinion Relative to
Mainstreaming Special Needs Children, which measured teacher perceptions of
principals' attitudes toward disabled children. Results indicated that teachers perceived
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that principals with a participatory style held positive attitudes toward students with
disabilities while principals with more authoritarian styles held less positive attitudes.
Speicher (1995) conducted a study that closely relates to this study. She used
demographic independent variables of age, experience, level ofeducation, and special
education classes taken at the university. The conclusion of this study for teachers found
positive relationships with the dependent variables, which was the attitudes of the
participants toward the inclusion process and the concept of inclusion. However, a
negative relationship was found when professional development occurred before
inclusion began. The age and experience of the teacher had a negative relationship to
positive attitudes toward inclusion. The only positive relationship found between the
principal's attitude toward inclusion and professional development was that attitudes were
more positive when more classes had been completed. The more inclusion and support
the principals had, the more positive were their attitudes toward inclusion. Speicher
continued that the principals’ findings were not conclusive and strongly recommended
further study on the development ofpositive principal attitudes toward inclusion.
Peterson (1996) conducted a study similar to this study, but it focused on Georgia
middle school principals. The purpose of the study was to examine how and to what
extent Georgia middle school principals facilitated the inclusion of students with
disabilities in general education classes. A survey instrument, which included four
sections-demographic information, two sections ofLikert scale statements, and four
open-ended questions-were sent to 183 randomly selected Georgia middle school
principals. Eighty-eight usable surveys were returned for a rate of48%. Responses were
compared to determine if significant differences existed based on demographic variables
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age, gender, number ofyears ofprofessional experience as principal, and highest degree
earned by the principal. The respondents identified many tasks and strategies they use to
facilitate inclusion. The study found that there were no statistically significant
differences among the respondents' demographics. However, a difference was noted
between those principals who had a special education background and those who did not
have a special education background. Denti (1990), Meiderhofif (1995), and lovannone
(1996) all conducted studies concerning attitudes ofprofessional educators toward the
inclusion of students with severe/profound disabilities in the regular classroom. The
studies concluded that regular education teachers who had received administrative
support for inclusion had more positive attitudes toward inclusion and indicated more
willingness to actively promote it. Special education teachers' attitudes were not affected
by administrative support but their intent to promote it was more positive if they had
received support. Regular education teachers cited lack ofproper training as the primary
cause of their negative feelings about inclusion and their unwillingness to participate in
an inclusion process. Younger teachers were less negative in their attitudes toward
inclusion than their older colleagues. The results ofthese studies show that increased
special education knowledge and experience is a key factor in more honorable attitudes
toward ease ofplacement ofdisabled students in regular education classrooms.
Summary
This chapter presented the research design, a description of the setting, the
sampling procedures, description of the instrument, data collection procedures, and
statistical applications used to analyze the data.
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The research design is quantitative and employ correlational techniques. This
design is used widely to study problems in the field of education. The setting was
described as a large urban public school district. In this district, there are 70 elementary
schools (K-5). Thirty of these schools were randomly selected to volunteer to participate
in the study. The principal and 15 randomly selected regular classroom teachers were the
subjects of the study. The instrument. Attitude Toward Inclusion (ATI), is composed of
24 items. These items are related to one of four factors: (1) learning capacity, (2)
inclusion, (3) traditional limiting disability, and (4) classroom factors. The principals and
the teachers responded to the same inventory. The collection of data procedures and
statistical applications were outlined in an understandablemanner so as to serve as a
guide to other novice researchers. Since researchers, according to Dolen and Meyer
(1962), engage in a systematic search for solutions to the problems that plague and puzzle
mankind, each researchermust attempt to lay a clear path that others may consult or use
in their research endeavors.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The purpose of the study was to compare the attitudes of elementary principals
and teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
This chapter presents an analysis of the data obtained by administering the Attitude
Toward Inclusion Inventory to the principals and 15 regular classroom teachers at 30
elementary schools.
The 30 schools were randomly selected from the 70 elementary schools of the
system. The 15 teachers were randomly selected using a faculty roster. These schools
are located in a large metropolitan area in the southern region ofthe United States. The
elementary schools are divided into units. The “unit” has no particular designation to
such as socioeconomic status. It is a management method for supervisory/administrative
personnel. All units are represented in this population sample.
The 24 statements of the ATI were grouped to compose four factors:
1. Learning Capability (Disabilities) - Statements dealing with disabilities that
do not necessarily impede academic progress, such as physical handicap. (Statements
10-16)
2. Inclusion - Statements on the disability categories of the educably mentally
handicapped and social/emotional problems. (Statements 1-4,17-20)
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3. Traditional Limiting Disability - Statements about disabilities that have
traditionally not been present in the regular classroom, such as blind or hearing impaired.
(Statements 5-9)
4, Classroom Factors - Statements regarding regular education teachers within
their classrooms, such as team teaching and class size. (Statements 21-24)
Inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom, the dependent
variable of the study, was measxired by the four independent variables. The response
choices were assigned numerical values in this manner: “Strongly Agree” (4); “Agree”
(3); “Disagree” (2); “Strongly Disagree” (1). The highest number denotes the highest
level ofagreement with the statements.
As the first step in the data analysis process, the responses of the principals and
teachers were recorded on a coding sheet. This information was then entered via
keyboard into a personal computer and subsequently into an IBM 370 mainframe
computer. The information was made accessible to the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences - Version X (SPSS-X). The SPSS-X procedures used were Frequencies,
Crosstabs and T-tests. The results from these statistical procedures were summarized in
tabular form to address the hypotheses and other questions from the study.
The information presented in this chapter includes demographic information on
the principals and teachers in the population sample and the results and analysis of the
statistical tests applied to the null hypotheses.
Demo^aphics of the Sample Ponulatinn
59
The Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory was administered to randomly selected
principals and teachers. The principals were involved because their school was selected.
The teachers, however, were randomly selected on an individual basis by their names
being secured from the faculty roster. Once the school was randomly selected, the
researcher asked the principal to participate and to allow the researcher to survey the 15
teachers who were randomly selected from the faculty roster. The researcher
encountered an absolute refusal from one male and one female principal, respectively.
The researcher noted that the female had recently earned a doctorate. There were three
positive responses given in amaimer that did not encourage the researcher to follow
through; therefore, five more random selections were made in order to complete the
desired population sample.
The demographic section of the survey consisted of six items. The results of this
section are shown in Table 1.
A total of 30 surveys were sent to principals and 450 sent to teachers. The result
of this distribution was 26 surveys returned by principals (86.7%) and 357 returned by
teachers (79.3%). Four (15.4%) principals did not return their surveys but teachers at
their schools participated. The researcher attributes this to the busyness of the closing of
school, at which time the surveys were sent. Ninety-three teachers did not return the
survey (20.7%). The responding group ofprincipals was composed of 20 females and 6
males. The teachers’ group was composed of 325 females and 31 males. The ages of the
teachers ranged from 21 to 60 plus. The largest number of teachers was in the 41-50
range (106) and 21-30 (97). Although the 21-30 range results surprised the researcher, it
60
TABLE 1
















60+ 1 ' 7
ExDerience
Principals Teachers






















indicated that although it is said that the system is heavy with veteran teachers, this
particular survey was completed by a favorable balance ofall age ranges. The number of
special education classes taken was higher for the younger teachers than the veterans.
This is in line with the passing ofP.L. 94-142 because prior to that time students not
majoring in special education were not always required to take special education courses.
Therefore, the obvious was found in these results which also indicated that both
experience and current teaching techniques are available to the students of these schools.
The researcher was very interested in the number ofparents and non-parents among the
principals and teachers. A total of 16 principals were parents while 10 were not parents.
There were 206 parents and 150 who were not parents in the teacher group. The three
units into which the 70 elementary schools are divided were represented thusly by the 30
schools randomly selected for this study: Unit I (12), Unit 11 (8), and Unit III (10).
Testing the Null Hypotheses
The following tables provide statistics pertaining to comparisons of the attitudes
ofelementary principals and elementary teachers toward inclusion. The number of
respondents, means and standard deviation are given for each position and for each of the
four factors designated—Gleaming capability, inclusion, traditional limiting disability, and
classroom factors—^and also for the total score of responses on the Attitude Toward
Inclusion Inventory (ATI). The T-Values, along with the corresponding probabilities
associated with the comparison of the principal and teachermean, are also given. The
results from these tables provided the information needed for the testing of the
hypotheses involved in this study. The mean scores for the principals range from a low
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of2.20 for the traditional limiting disability (factor 3) to a high of 2.89 for learning
capability (factor 1). The means for the teachers range from 2.01 for inclusion (factor 2)
to 2.59 for the classroom factor (factor 4). The higher values indicate more favorable
attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by learning capability.
The results and analysis of the test of this hypothesis is shown in Table 2.
TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD LEARNDING CAPABILITY (FACTOR
1-ATI) OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS
Principal (N=26) Teachers (N=357)
Number Mean, Standard Number Mean Standard T-Value Probabilitv
Deviation Deviation DF=381
Factor 1
Learning Capability 26 2.89 0.45 357 2.55 0.59 2.92 0.00
Significance is indicated by a probability of .05 or less.
The means to be compared are 2.89 and 2.55 for the principals and teachers,
respectively. The resulting T-Valueof2.92 was significant at the .05 level and
significant further to the 0.00 level. The mean for the principals is higher and, thus, more
favorable than that ofthe teachers. Hypothesis 1 is rejected. There is a statistically
significant difference between the attitudes of teachers and principals on the learning
capability factor.
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Hypothesis 2. Therewill be no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by inclusion. The
results and analysis ofthe test of this hypothesis is shown in Table 3.
TABLES
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION (FACTOR 2 - ATI) OF
PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS
Principal (N=26) Teachers (N=357)
Niunber Mean Standard Number Mean Standard T-Value Probabilitv
Deviation Deviation DF=381
Factor 2
Inclusion 26 2.23 0.52 357 2.01 0.57 1.97 0.06
Significance is indicated by a probability of .05 or less.
The means to be compared are 2.23 and 2.01 for principals and teachers, respectively.
The mathematically higher mean for the principals indicates that overall they perceived
this factor more favorably than the teachers. The resulting T-Value of 1.97 had a
corresponding probability of .06. Technically, this hypothesis is not significant at the
predetermined .05 level and the conclusion is that there is no significant difference
between teachers and principals in their perception ofthis factor. However, the
probability of .06 indicates that statistically there are only 6 chances out of 100 of being
in error if one concludes that there is a statistically significant difference between the two
groups. Hypothesis 2 is accepted.
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Hypothesis 3. There will be no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by traditional limiting
disability. The results and analysis of the test of this hypothesis is shown in Table
4.
TABLE 4
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD TRADITIONAL LIMITING
CAPABILITY (FACTOR 3 - ATI) OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS









Disability 26 2.20 0.52 357 2.15 0.54 0.49 0.63
Significance is indicated by a probability of .05 or less.
The means to be compared are 2.20 and 2.15 for principals and teachers, respectively.
The resulting T-Value of 0.49 was not significant at the .05 level. Hypothesis 3 is
accepted. There is not a statistically significant difference between the attitudes of
teacher and principals on the traditional limiting disability.
Hypothesis 4. There will be no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by classroom factors.
The results and analysis of the test of this hypothesis is shown in Table 5.
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TABLES
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD CLASSROOM FACTORS
(FACTOR 4 -ATI) OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS
Principal (N=26) Teachers (N=357)
Number Mean Standard Number Mean Standard T-Value Probability
Deviation Deviation DF=381
Factor 4
Classroom Factors 26 2.63 0.25 357 2.59 0.39 0.53 0.60
Significance is indicated by a probability of .05 or less.
The means to be compared are 2.63 and 2.59 for principals and teachers, respectively.
The resulting T-Value of 0.53 was not significant at the .05 level. Hypothesis 4 is
accepted. There is not a statistically significant difference between the attitudes of
principals and teachers on the classroom factor.
Hypothesis 5. There will be no significant difference between the cumulative
scores of elementary principals and elementary teachers as measmed by the ATI




COMPARISON OF TOTAL SCORES OF ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION
INVENTORY OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS
Principal (N=26) Teachers (N=357)
Number Mean Standard Number Mean Standard T-Value Probabilitv
Deviation Deviation DF=381
Factor 5
Total Score (AH) 26 2.48 0.38 357 2.29 0.44 2.16 0.03
Significance is indicated by a probability of .05 or less.
The means to be compared are 2.48 and 2.16 for the principals and teachers, respectively.
The resulting T-Value of 2.16 was significant at the .03 level. Hypothesis 5 is rejected.
There is a statistically significant difference between the total score ofprincipals and
teachers on the Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory.
In order to obtain an indication of the most preferred and least preferred aspects of
the inclusion of special education students into regular classrooms, the ratings given to
each item by teachers and principals were examined. When the items were ranked in
terms ofmean scores, for each of these positions, it was foimd that the fourmost
favorably ranked and the four least favorably ranked items were identical for teachers and
principals. Tables 7 and 8 show the four highest ranked and also the four lowest ranked




fflGHEST RATED INCLUSION STATEMENTS - PRINCPALS
Statement
Number Statement Mean
24 Regular education teachers should receive additional inservice
training prior to inclusion of special education students in the
classroom.
3.538
21 Regular education teachers should have classroom assistance
from special education teachers.
3.538
7 Hearing impaired students, who are not deaf, should be in regular
classrooms.
3.385




LOWEST RATED INCLUSION STATEMENTS - PRINCPALS
Statement
Number Statement Mean
23 Class size should remain the same regardless of the number of
special education students in the class.
1.308
12 Students with cerebral palsy who cannot control movement of
one ormore limbs should be in regular classrooms
1.462
18 Students with behavior disorders who cannot readily control their
own behavior should be in regular classrooms.
1.654





fflGHEST RATED INCLUSION STATEMENTS - TEACHERS
Statement
Number Statement Mean
24 Regular education teachers should receive additional inservice
training prior to inclusion of special education students in the
classroom.
3.615
21 Regular education teachers should have classroom assistance
from special education teachers.
3.373
7 Hearing impaired students, who are not deaf, should be in regular
classrooms.
3.118




LOWEST RATED INCLUSION STATEMENTS - TEACHERS
Statement
Number Statement Mean
23 Class size should remain the same regardless of the number of
special education students in the class.
1.376
12 Students with cerebral palsy who cannot control movement of
one or more limbs should be in regular classrooms
1.485
18 Students with behavior disorders who cannot readily control their
own behavior should be in regular classrooms.
1.528




For the principals, there were two items that were tied in terms of receiving the
highest (most favorable) mean rating. These were item 21 (“Regular education teachers
should have classroom assistance from special education teachers”) and item 24
(“Regular education teachers should receive additional inservice training prior to
inclusion of special students in the classroom”). The two lowest ranked items were item
18 (“Students with behavior disorders who cannot control movement ofone or more
limbs should be in regular classrooms”) and item 19 (“Students who present persistent
discipline problems should be in regular classrooms”).
For the teachers, the rankings were similar to those of the principals. The only
variation was that diere was not a tie for the highest rated item. The highest rated item
was item 24, which had a mean of 3.615 while the second highest rated item was item 21
with a mean of3.373.
Tables 11 and 12 show the results of a comparison of attitudes toward inclusion
between principals and teachers who were parents and those who were not parents. This
was one of the demographic items which was not used as a variable, but was ofparticular
interest to the researcher.
A comparison was done between parents and non-parents on each of the four
factors of the ATI. Table 11 shows that for the principals, there was a statistically
significant difference between parents and non-parents on factor 2 (Inclusion). In this
instance, the difference was significant at the .05 level. The parents had the more
favorable attitudes in regards to the factor. On none ofthe other factors was there a
statistically significant difference between parents and non-parents.
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TABLE 11
COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION BETWEEN PARENTS
AND NON-PARENTS (PRINCIPALS)
Parents Non-Parents







Learning Capability 16 2.99 0.48 9 2.73 0.40 1.38 0.18
Inclusion 16 2.38 0.52 9 1.94 0.47 2.06 0.05
Limiting Disability 16 2.26 0.55 9 2.04 0.49 1.00 0.33
Classroom 16 2.66 0.30 9 2.58 0.13 0.69 0.50
Total 16 2.58 0.39 9 2.30 0.33 1.81 0.08
For the teachers, the means given in Table 12 for parents and non parents were
remarkably similar. On only one factor (Inclusion) was the difference between the means
as high as .08 (2.08-2.00). None of the differences was significant at the .05 level. Thus,
there was no difference for the teachers between parents and non-parents in regard to any




COMPARISON OF ATTITUDES TOWARD INCLUSION BETWEEN PARENTS
AND NON-PARENTS (TEACHERS)
Parents Non-Parents







Learning Capability 206 2.53 0.57 136 2.56 0.82 0.40 0.65
Inclusion 206 2.00 0.50 136 2.08 0.58 1.31 0.19
Limiting Disability 206 2.15 0.52 136 2.18 0.57 0.41 0.68
Classroom 206 2.59 0.37 136 2.62 0.43 0.61 0.54
Total 206 2.29 0.42 136 2.33 0.47 0.96 0.34
In order to examine the relationship between the dependent variable (attitude
toward inclusion) and the moderating variables (gender, age, number ofyears of
experience, and the number of special education classes) involved in this study, a
correlational analysis was done. The Pearson Product-Moment correlations were
computed between the factors (learning capability, inclusion, limiting disability and
classroom) making up the dependent variables, and each of the moderating variables.
The total score for the factors making up the dependent variables was also included in
this correlational analysis.
Tables 13 and 14 give the correlations for the principals and teachers,
respectively. Also given in these tables are the correlation coefficients and as shown in
parentheses, the corresponding probabilities. The magnitude of the probabilities
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determine the statistical significance of the correlations, which provide a measure ofthe
strength of the relationship between the variables.
TABLE 13























































The information on Table 13 that pertains to principals indicates that to the .05
level, there was no statistically significant relationship between any pair of the two sets of
variables. Worthy ofmention is the correlation of 0.3338 between the age ofprincpals
and the factor described as limiting disability. This correlation, which has a



























































Table 14 gives similar information for teachers. The results from this table reveal
that none of the moderating variables had a statistically significant relationship with the
factor described as Learning Capability. However, the factor designated as Inclusion had
a significant correlation (-0.1260) to the .05 level with the number of years experience.
This correlation was negative, which reflects a trend for the less experienced teachers to
have amore favorable perception of this aspect of inclusion. The factor, Limiting
Disability, also had a statistically significant negative correlation (-0.1187) with the
number ofyears of experience. The factor entitled. Classroom, had a significant negative
correlation with each of the moderating variables age and years ofexperience of teachers.
The correlations were -0.1873 and -0.1492, respectively. The total ofall the inclusion
factors was significantly correlated with the number ofyears ofexperience. This
correlation of 0.1318 was significant to the .01 level.
Summary
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This chapter presented the statistical analysis of the data generated from the
surveys completed by the elementary principals and elementary teachers who participated
in the study. Each hypothesis and its findings are presented with respect to the attitudes
ofelementary principals and elementary teachers toward the inclusion of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom.
The five hypotheses of the study were tested using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences, Version X. Three of the hypotheses (2, 3, and 4) were accepted while
two (1 and 5) were rejected. Chapter VI will present findings, conclusion, implications
and recommendations made as a result of the findings of the study.
CHAPTERVI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of the study was to eompare the attitudes ofelementary principals
and elementary teachers in 30 randomly selected schools toward the inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular classroom. These attitudes were measured using the
Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory (ATI). This chapter presents the results of the
investigation through the presentation of findings, conclusions, implications and
recommendations based on the statistical ansdysis of the data.
Inclusion of students with disabilities in general education classrooms is of
current interest to school reformers. This is true according to Mamlin (1996) whose
study focused on the impact of initial changes at building and classroom levels as schools
move toward inclusive practices. She hastened to add that inclusion as defined in most of
the literature was not found in the particular school setting, Watkins Elementary School
in the Maryland area. This qualitative study was conducted through the use of interviews
and observations at the school.
Findings of the study addressed how the thrust of inclusive education affected the
school as a whole. Cosmetic changes occurred first, and efforts that proved difficult to
participants still existed. The five themes that emerged from the study were the concept
of change, culture of segregation, communication, special education practices and
leadership. These themes and their meanings seem to be instructive for inclusive school
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efforts. The results of this study seem to substantiate the results of several author's works
on inclusion, including both Tiner’s and Peterson’s studies conducted in 1994. Kelly
(1995) conducted a study that approximated Mamlin's (1996) study concerning the
interest of school reformers on the issue of inclusion. The study was designed to
investigate the extent to which students with disabilities were considered in school
reform. Forty-one reform planners from a school district in upstateNew York were the
subjects for the study. They completed a Test ofKnowledge, a Survey ofAttitudes,
Recommendations for New Educational Practices and Backgroimd Characteristics, which
was constructed by the researcher. When the results of the survey were subjected to the
testing tools of the study, it was concluded that reformers did not have sufficient
knowledge for making educational decisions regarding students with various disabilities.
While different stakeholders were able to develop one set ofoutcomes, the outcomes
were not viewed as appropriate for all students. The author recommended that school
reform should include stakeholders who are knowledgeable about students with different
levels ofdisability and provide training, which focuses onmodifying attitudes.
This current quantitative study, which is descriptive in design, involved
elementary principals and teachers from 30 randomly selected schools. Surveys were
sent to 450 teachers with 357 responding and 30 principals ■with 26 responding. The
instrument used was constructed by Berryman and Neal (1980) and revised by Stoler
(1991) andWilczenski (1993). The instrument measured four factors that addressed the
concept of inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
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Findings and Conclusions
This study theorized that there would be significant differences in the attitudes of
principals and teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom, as measured by four factors and total score on the Attitude Toward Inclusion
Inventory. The findings in this study were based on the five null hypotheses restated
below;
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by learning capability.
There was a significant difference found between the attitudes of elementary principals
and elementary teachers. The mean scores of the principal were higher, lending more to
agreement to the learning capability factor than the teachers. Hypothesis 1 was rejected.
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and teachers as measured by inclusion.
There was not a significant difference found between the mean scores of the elementary
principals and elementary teachers on the inclusion factor. Hypothesis 2 was accepted.
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by traditional limiting
disability.
There was not a significant difference found between the mean scores of the elementary
principals and elementary teachers on the traditional limiting disability factor.
Hypothesis 3 was accepted.
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Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between the attitudes of
elementary principals and elementary teachers as measured by classroom factors.
There was not a significant difference found between the mean scores of the elementary
principals and elementary teachers on the classroom factor. Hypothesis 4 was accepted.
Hypothesis 5; There will be no significant difference between the total scores of
elementary principals and teachers as measured by the ATI Inventory.
There was a significant difference found between the attitude scores. The mean score of
the principals was higher, lending to more agreement with the inclusion concept than that
of the teachers. Hypothesis 5 was rejected.
There was a significant difference foimd between principals' and teachers'
attitudes toward the inclusion concept as measured by Factor 1 (learning capability) and
Factor 5 (total score) on the ATI. Hypotheses 1 and 5 were rejected. There was no
significant difference found on Factor 2 (inclusion), Factor 3 (traditional limiting
disabilities), and Factor 4 (classroom). These three hypotheses were accepted.
Additional statistical analysis of the study indicated that as far as demographics, which
were considered asmodifying variables, were concerned, there was no statistically
significant relationship between any pair of the top sets ofvariables. However, the
correlation of (0.3338) between the age ofprincipals and the limiting disability factor is
worthy ofmention. The corresponding probability of (.096) fails to meet the
predetermined .05 criteria required for significance. However, this probability value
indicates that one would be in error about 10 times out of 100 in assuming that there is a
positive relationship between the age ofprincipals and the limiting disability factor. As
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for the teachers, the correlation (-0.1187) between the number of years of experience and
the limiting disability factor, the corresponding probability of (.028) was significant at the
.05 level. This correlation was negative, which reflects the fact that yoimger teachers,
based on years ofexperience, have a favorable opinion of the limiting disability factor.
A significant negative correlation existed between the variables age and number
of years of experience and the classroom factor. The correlation and probability of the
variables were (-0.1873) with a probability of (.000) and (-0.1492) with a probability of
(.006), respectively. Both ofthese correlations were significant at the .01 level. A
statistically significant relationship existed between the number ofyears, experience, and
the total score ofall of the factors of inclusion. A comparison of the attitudes toward the
inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom between principals who
were parents and non-parents resulted in principals who were parents yielding a higher
mean score, which was significantly higher in Factor 2 (inclusion) than principals who
were not parents. There was not a significant difference on any of the other factors.
As for the teachers, the only significant difference in the mean scores was on the
same Factor 2 (inclusion), but it was the non-parents who scored higher. This came as a
surprise to the researcher because it was surmised that parents would be more prone to
desire all possible chances and considerations for all students, especially those with
disabilities, because historically it has been parents who drew and sometimes forced
attention to the plight of studentswith special needs. This whole inclusion effort is
parent-based. Parents of students with disabilities have had to be adamant about their
children being treated fairly and equitably as far as the resources of their school systems
are concerned.
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The principals and teachers responded in similar patterns to the statements of the
Attitude Toward Inclusion Inventory. The Frequency ofResponses chart located in the
appendices demonstrates this fact. The principals and teachers were both in agreement or
disagreement with a statement. This as also shown by the results of the four items most
and least favorably rated by the principals and teachers (Tables 7-10).
The attitudes of the principals being more favorable than that of the teachers
toward inclusion as a feasible concept was not a big surprise to the researcher. This
favorable attitude could be attributed to the fact that the principals do not have to deal
with the actual needs of the students with disabilities on an all-day, everyday basis as
does the regular classroom teacher. The unsolicited comments written on the survey
sheets gave a possible answer to the teachers' least favorable attitude about the feasibility
of inclusion, being that the teachers' attitudes are tempered with caution and fears of
being inadequately trained for meeting the needs of the students with disabilities in the
regular classroom. The statements that were most frequently written addressed preservice
and inservice training; adequate classroom accommodations, such as properly scaled
furniture and fixtures; but most resounding was the statements about support persoimel.
Regular classroom teachers feel very strongly that for programs of inclusion to work, the
regular classroom teachermust have the assistance ofanother person on an all-day basis.
Discussion
The enactment ofP.L. 94-142, which was revised in 1990 as the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, presents challenges to regular education teachers across the
nation. This federal law requires public schools to educate disabled students in the least
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restrictive environment possible. School districts nationwide are responding to this
federal law by implementing inclusive practices. According to Rekkas (1997), regular
classroom teachem need to adopt, change, and develop strategies thatwill help meet the
needs of, not just individuals with disabilities, but all individuals. This is substantiated
by such researchers as Putnam (1993) and Forlin (1996). It is commonly agreed that
inclusion is a challenge for regular education teachers because most have not been
adequately prepared to adequately function in inclusionary situations.
Tiner (1995) conducted a study for the purpose of engaging middle school general
and special educators in an assessment of one aspect of the complex and
multidimensional process of integrating special education students into the general
classroom. This study investigated the variables that teachers in today's educational arena
deem necessary and important for successful integration.
Twenty teachers from six middle schools in one school district in Colorado
voluntarily completed a questionnaire on integration of students with disabilities into the
regular classroom. The questions required responses on demographics, ranking of
variables by importance, concern and types ofdisabilities and opinions about program
participation and development through open-ended questions.
The primary factors that teachers in this survey identified for successful
integration were class size and assistance through support personnel in the classroom,
respectively. Participants also requested training, which provides information on
disabilities, teaching methods and techniques and collaborative and cooperative teaching.
The results from this study indicate the need for general (regular) education teachers to
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receive support in their classrooms to maintain positive results and attitudes with regard
to integration.
Findings from this study were corroborated by other researchers examining
inclusion from quantitative and qualitative viewpoints. Reffel (1996) explored the nature
of including students with disabilities in general education classroom settings in two
elementary schools inNorth Dakota. This study was done using qualitative research
methods where 22 students with disabilities were observed when included in kindergarten
through sixth grade classrooms. The students' Individualized Education Planning (lEP)
teammembers, which consisted of20 parents of students with disabilities, 13 general
(regular) education teachers, 8 special education teachers, 7 special education
paraeducators, 3 substitute teachers, 2 building administrators, and 1 director of special
education, were interviewed and the lEPs ofeach student was examined in order to
provide methodological and data triangulation. In order to increase validity, a constant
comparative study was conducted. The findings delineated five components that must be,
if including students with disabilities is to be a goal of the education system. The system
must (1) provide more resources to educators in the way of training, time and additional
staff; (2) diversify the curriculum within the general education classroom setting in order
to meet the varied needs of all students; (3) clarify the roles of the participants in the
inclusion process in terms of responsibility; (4) provide diversity education to students as
they get older and in non-academic settings; and (5) continue to evaluate the effectiveness
of inclusion of students with disabilities in terms ofacademic achievement, socialization
and outcomes. Sultana (1995) presented a paper that also corroborated with these
findings. His pilot study, a part of amajor study, was conducted to investigate the
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feelings and perceptions of local level special education administrators in the eastern half
ofKentucky regarding inclusion. In a structured interview, the subjects, 43 randomly
selected directors, responded to eight questions designed to sohcit their knowledge of
inclusion as models of service delivery. Additionally, the questions intended to gather
their perceptions of the teachers in their school districts regarding the two models of
delivery of service. The yes/no responses were computed into percentages. The findings
of the study included the following needs: (a) a clear understanding ofwhat is
appropriate education for students with disabilities; (b) more intense teacher training and
assistance; and (c) an overall redesigning of the teacher education programs.
A study that approximates all of the studies above and this current study is one by
Hill (1995). Her population sample was taken from a school district in very near
proximity to that of the current study. Hill's purpose was to determine if the leadership
style ofprincipals had an effect on the attitudes of teachers toward the inclusion of
students with disabilities. She used Berryman's et al. (1980) Attitude Toward Inclusion
Inventory (ATI) to address the inclusion of students with disabilities. Hill's population
consisted of 256 teachers from 20 randomly selected elementary schools and their
principals. The findings indicate that before inclusion can become a viable educational
reality, several factors must be addressed: (a) teachers must openly accept the concept of
inclusion and (b) teachers must be trained in handling especially the handicapped and
medically fi^gile students. She further stated that inservice must be comprehensive and
complete before the inclusion process takes place.
The ciirrent study revealed results that were similar enough to approximate some
of the findings, conclusions and implications ofall ofthe forenamed researchers.
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Although there were no open-ended questions or comments section on the survey,
comments were written on the margins. The comments indicated that both principals and
teachers thought that inclusion of students with disabilities is a favorable and lawful
concept, but restructuring ofexisting ideas and procedures must take place. Both groups
felt that teacher inservice prior to inclusion of a disabled student into the regular
classroom was essential. There was, however, a thread ofdisbelief that this would
happen on a case-to-case basis, or implementation at least would be difficult and slow.
Some teachers expressed a strong resistance to inclusion. They did not want inclusion of
students with disabilities. This attitude might seem harsh to the layman, but there is some
credence to a negative attitude. Students with severe medical problems that require
technical skills are sometimes placed into the regular classroom with no assistance to the
teacher, who is expected to stay on task all day. This is difficult with non-disabled
students without the extra needs ofdisabled students. Danskin (1996) and Baker (1996)
both reported this type ofattitude from teachers in their studies. These researchers did
find the same as this researcher found that as the severity of the disability increases, the
teachers demonstrated a more negative attitude.
The findings of this current study indicate:
1. That the principals are more favorable toward the learning capability factor
(factor 1) than the teachers. This could be because the teachers have a fear ofdealing
with medical problems. This is the age of "being sued." Inexperienced good intentions
on the part ofa teacher could prove disastrous.
2. That principals and teachers were in agreement in their responses to the
inclusion, traditional limiting disability and classroom factors.
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This finding is gratifying because principals and teachers must be on one accord
in order for any program to become successful. A principal who is unwilling to
participate in the implementation of a program and passes the buck to the in-school
chairperson is a threat to the program. The in-school chair who is, of course, the
principals’ subordinate often finds himselfherselfwalking a tightrope trying to comply
with program guidelines without the principals’ support. Principals will often make it
clear that they have more than one program to supervise and cannot allow the school to
revolve around one particular program. Needless to say, an inclusionary program is not
to be revolved around but is to be involved in the total school program. This finding
indicates that the principals and teachers at the schools in the study either agreed or
disagreed with the same items, which indicates a good program of collaboration for the
good of the students. The statements that yielded negative responses but were yet a part
of the total inclusion concept lends to the need for inservice, which will allow the
principals and teachers to be exposed to programs which are successful and will
hopefully encourage them to become positive about the concept.
It has been resoundingly stated throughout the literature that the disabled child’s
success in the regular classroom depends in part on the teachers’ attitude toward him/her.
Therefore, it is imperative that the child is placed with a teacher who has a positive
attitude concerning the handicap or special needs ofthe child. Teachers generally are
more negative toward behavior disordered students than students with othermildly
disabling conditions. These attitudes seem to be influenced by several factors including
the label given the disability, amount of training in dealing with the handicap, the setting
in which the disruptive behavior occurs, and experience and contactwith those with the
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disability. When teachers are given the opportunity for increased training sessions and
experiences in working with the disabled, very often attitudes can be changed. As the
attitudes ofprincipals and teachers are in the process of changing, provisions must be
made for clear understanding of the procedures involved with the inclusion concept and
constant means of recognition of the necessity for the change.
3. That both principals and teachers in the study are open to including blind
students who cannot read standard material, hearing impaired students who are not deaf,
and deaf students into the regular classroom.
This finding indicates that principals and teachers have come to understand that
adjustments have to be made to accommodate students who have handicaps, which were
traditionally not included in the regular schools. In the past, there were academies for the
blind and deaf. Society at large is more tolerant of these handicaps and has made
attempts such as use ofbraille books, signers at events such as sports, graduations,
theatrical events, and other gatherings. Companion dogs (seeing eye) are allowed on
public transportation and special provisions are made for sight impaired people at
exercise tracks and other public amusement facilities.
The decision makers of the district of this study could leam much from its
teachers. They are the ones in the trenches and have an idea ofwhat does and does not
work. They should be given the opportunity to help plan the inservices and be involved
in the actual implementation of the training.
As other researchers such as House (1996) and Blasch (1995) concur,
organizational change, restructuring of school facilities, training ofpersonnel and positive
change in attitudes toward inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
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classroom is paramount if the concept is to be successful inmeeting the needs of the
students.
Implications
The results of this study implicated that the elementary principals and elementary
teachers were in agreement in their responses to the items on the survey. The frequency
distribution table located in the appendices represents this fact. Both groups agreed or
disagreed with the same items. This is encomaging because many noted educators have
projected the idea that principals and teachers must be on one accord in order for any
program, but especially a program as sensitive and controversial as inclusion, to be
successful.
The study also implicated that regular classroom teachers are becoming more
accepting of the inclusion concept. The participants in this study validated the idea that
inclusion is a feasible concept.
Recommendations
Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations are made:
1. That school system research successful programs emphasizing the collection of
recommendations from regular classroom teachers.
2. That school system evaluate their programs in order to make improvements
that will meet the needs of the students, teachers and parents.
3. That preservice and inservice training be provided to teachers along with full¬
time support personnel, where indicated.
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4. That research be conducted dealing with the attitudes ofboth non-disabled and
disabled students and their parents in inclusion settings.
5. That this study be replicated using principals and teachers of the middle and
high schools in the system in order to get a system-wide perception ofattitudes toward
inclusion.
Summary
The purpose of the study was to determine if there were significant differences in
the attitudes of elementary principals and elementary teachers at 30 selected schools
toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom. These
attitudes were measured by four factors and total score on the Attitude Toward Inclusion
Inventory. The findings indicated that wholistically there were no significant differences,
three of the five null hypotheses were accepted.
A step-wise regression process resulted m principals and teachers ranking the
same ATI statements as most and least favorable. They were items 24- 21-7-4 and items
23-12-18 and 19, respectively. This indicated that the principals and teachers both agree
that regular education teachers should receive additional inservice training prior to
inclusion of special education students in the classroom, that regular education teachers
should have classroom assistance fi'om special education teachers, and that hearing
impaired students who are not deaf and educable mentally unpaired students should be in
regular classrooms.
The lowest rated items ofboth groups indicated that they disagree with the idea
that class size should remain the same regardless of the number of special education
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students in the class; that students with cerebral palsy who cannot control movement of
one or more limbs, that students with behavior disorders who cannot readily control their
own behavior, and students who present persistent discipline problems should be in the
regular classroom. This was a comforting outcome for the researcher because it
supported the idea that principals and teachers must share common attitudes about
inclusion in order for proper program implementation to occur. The distribution of
responses of the principals and teachers on the Attitude Toward Inclusion Scale
demonstrated also that there was a consensus between the two groups whether it was in
agreement or disagreement with a statement.
Since the push for inclusion of studentswith disabilities into the mainstream or
regular education classroom will continue to have an impact on the day-to-day operations
ofpublic schools everywhere, the attitudes of the principals and teachers in the study
indicate that the first barrier, "resistance to change," is being overcome. They seem to
understand that we educate the whole child and that some disabilities do not impede
academic progress.
It is necessary that all educators become knowledgeable of the inclusion process
and involve themselves in the planning ofeffective programs by getting the ear ofpolicy
makers and serving on advocacy boards that will lend to solutions and appropriate
deUvery ofservices to students with disabilities as they enter the regular classroom.
Abu-Tahir (1994), in his paper presented to the Council on Disabilities, posited
the idea that there are no disabled people. He encour^ed society to realize that we are not
really talking about people with disabilities or the so-called "disabled." We mustmove to
acknowledging that we are more often than not talking about people with "unrecognized
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abilities." Abu-Tahir further states that we need to remember that how we refer to people
has a lot to do with howwe also treat them. The early Africans were labeled "slave,"
therefore, justifying their inhumane treatment. The original Americans were called
"savages," not people. Again, a label is used to disregard a people's beauty and value.
There is something in a name.
In 1995, President Bill Clinton sent a letter to the Governor's Council on
Developmental Disabilities for the State ofGeorgia. This letter entitled, "The Promise,"
read thusly in part:
We can no longer make weak excuses to exclude people from the American
Dream. We do not have a single person to waste. It is time to end discrimination
in this country. It is time to knock down the walls of ignorance. It's time for a
change in America, and we ask for your support inmaking this country a better
place for all its citizens.
The purpose of this study was to address attitudes of elementary principals and
teachers toward the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom. The
review of the literature, research, and statistical results reveal that at this time the entire
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ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION
The term inclusion refers to the commitment to educate each child, to the
maximum extent appropriate, in the school and classroom he or she would otherwise
attend ifnot disabled. It involves bringing the support services to the child (rather than
moving the child to the services) and requires only that the child will benefit from being
in the class (rather than having to keep up with the other students).
There are four possible choices for each statement. Please indicate which choice
matches YOUR OPINION for each statement according to the following scale:
4 = Strongly Agree
3 = Agree
2 = Disagree
1 = Strongly Disagree
1. In general, inclusion is a desirable practice.
2. All students should have the right to be in regular classrooms.
3. It is feasible to teach gifted, normal, and mentally impaired students in the same
class.
4. Educable mentally impaired students should be in regular classrooms.
5. Visually handicapped students who can read standard printed material should be
in regular classrooms.
6. Blind students who cannot read standard printed material should be in regular
classrooms.
7. Hearing impaired students, who are not deaf, should be in regular classrooms.
8. Deaf students should be in regular classrooms.
9. Students with traumatic brain injuries should be in regular classrooms.
10. Physically handicapped students confined to wheelchairs should be in regular
classrooms.
11. Physically handicapped students not confined to wheelchairs should be in
regular classrooms.
12. Students with cerebral palsy who cannot control movement of one or more
limbs should be in regular classrooms.
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4 = Strongly Agree
3 = Agree
2 = Disagree
1 = Strongly Disagree
13. Students who stutter should be in regular classrooms.
14. Students with speech difficult to understand should be in regular classrooms.
15. Students with epilepsy should be in regular classrooms.
16. Students with diabetes should be in regular classrooms.
17. Students diagnosed as autistic should be in regular classrooms.
18. Students with behavior disorders who cannot readily control their own
behavior should be in regular classrooms.
19. Students who present persistent discipline problems should be in regular
classrooms.
20. Inclusionwill be sufficiently successful to be retained as a required
educational practice.
21. Regular education teachers should have classroom assistance from special
educational teachers.
22. Regular education teachers should be able to handle physical problems that may
occur as a result of a student’s handicap.
23. Class size should remain the same regardless of the number of special
education students in the class.
24. Regular education teachers should receive additional inservice training prior to
inclusion of special education students in their classrooms.
APPENDIX B
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND
PRINCIPALS ON ATTITUDE TOWARD INCLUSION INVENTORY
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF TEACHERS AND
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10. Physically handicapped Principals 2 5 18 1
students confined to (7.7%) (19.2%) (69.2%) (3.8%)
wheelchairs should be in Teachers 35 52 236 34
regular classrooms. (9.8%) (14.6%) (66.1%) (9.5%)
11. Physically handicapped Principals 8 13 5 0
students not confined to (30.8%) (50.0%) (19.2%) (0.0%)
wheelchairs should be in Teachers 147 144 51 14
regular classrooms. (41.3%) (40.4%) (14.3%) (3.9%)
12. Students with cerebral Principals 15 10 1 0
palsy who cannot control (57.7%) (38.5%) (3.8%) (0.0%)
movement of one or more limbs Teachers 209 127 4 4
should be in regular classrooms. (58.5%) (35.6%) (1.1%) (1.1%)
13. Students who stutter should Principals 0 4 20 2









14. Students with speech Principals 3 14 8 1
difficult to understand should (11.5%) (53.8%) (30.8%) (3.8%)








15. Students with epilepsy Principals 5 9 11 1









16. Students with diabetes Principals 3 11 9 3









17. Students diagnosed as Principals 5 13 8 0









18. Students with behavior Principals 12 11 3 0
disorders who cannot readily (46.2%) (42.3%) (11.5%) (0.0%)
control their own behavior Teachers 200 129 22 5
should be in regular classrooms. (56.2%) (36.2%) (6.2%) (1.4%)
19. Students who present Principals 12 9 3 2
persistent discipline problems (46.2%) (34.6%) (11.5%) (7.7%)














20. Inclusion will be Principals 3 15 6 2
sufficiently successful to be (11.5%) (57.7%) (23.1%) (7.7%)
retained as a required Teachers 90 117 128 18
educational practice. (25.5%) (33.1%) (36.3%) (5.1%)
21. Regular education teachers Principals 1 0 9 16
should have classroom (3.8%) (0.0%) (34.6%) (61.5%)
assistance from special Teachers 8 11 178 160
education teachers (2.2%) (3.1%) (49.9%) (44.8%)
22. Regular education teachers Principals 6 11 8 1
should be able to handle (23.1%) (42.3%) (30.8%) (3.8%)
physical problems that occur as Teachers 132 102 113 8
a result of a student’s handicap. (37.2%) (28.7%) (31.8%) (2.3%)
23. Class size should remain Principals 18 S 0 0
the same regardless of the (69.2%) (30.8%) (0.0%) (0.0%)
number of special education Teachers 245 94 11 6
students in the class. (68.8%) (26.4%) (3.1%) (1.7%)
24. Regular education teachers Principals 3 1 1 21
should receive additional (11.5%) (3.8%) (3.8%) (80.8%)
inservice training prior to Teachers 16 7 76 256
inclusion of specif education
students in their classroom
(4.5%) (2.0%) (21.4%) (72.1%)
APPENDIX C
CONTINUUM OF PLACEMENT OPTIONS CHART
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*The resource classroom placement optionprovides servicesfor up to three segments of instructionper
day. The students receive other instructionfrom the regular educationprogram. This option is usually the
firstplacement option recommended (Especiallyformild andmoderately disabled students. Many
severely disabled students are able to benefitfrom this placement option.)
**The self-contained classroom placement option provides servicesformore than three segments of
instructionper day. Most ofthe student’s academic instruction is obtained through this classroom
placement. Many receive elective instruction through the regular educationprogram.
***This option is itsually temporary. It is generally used when a student is recoveringfrom an illness, or
for other medical reasons. The teacher usually goes to the student’s home or the hospitalfor afew hours
per day. Assignments are obtainedfrom the student’s teacher(s). This option is usedfor students in the
regular educationprogram as well as the special educationprogram.
****This option is more long range than thepreviously mentioned option. Usually students receiving
services through this placement option have more severe disabilities (generally emotional in origin). They
require twenty-four hour care. Teachers working in this option are often hired by thefacility and there is a
school on thepremises. (Although some residentialfacilities send the students topublic schools.) Students
receiving services through the hospitalplacement are generally in treatmentfor a shorterperiodoftime
than students in the residentialplacement.
Theseplacement options begin with the least restrictive environment andendwith themost restrictive. It
should be noted that when determining the least restrictive environment, it is dependent upon the needs of
the student, not which environment is listed as least restrictive. Theplacement accepted should be only as
restricted as is needed to meet the student’s needs, and the goals and objectives on the student’s lEP.
Council ofExceptional Children (1994) Teacher Education Briefing Packet: Special Education and
Inclusion. Reston, Virginia.
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System Schools First to Implement Inclusion
INCLUSION
School # Students Disability
Brandon 1 Intellectually Disabled
E. Rivers 1 Orthopedic Impaired
Jackson 2 Autistic
Hearing Impaired
Slater 6 Hearing Impaired
Sutton 1 Orthopedic Impaired
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Mrs. Mattie J. Coleman, Teacher
Arkwright Elementary School
1261 Lockwood Drive, S. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30311
Dear Mrs. Coleman;
Your request to conduct research within the Atlanta Public Schools (APS) was reviewed by
the Research Screening Committee on May 30,1997. Your proposal entitled “A comparative Study
of Elementary School Principals’ and Teachers’ Attitudes toward the Inclusion of Students with
Disabilities into the Regular Classroom in 30 Selected Schools” was approved under the following
conditions;
1. Your proposal states that your sample will include 30 APS elementary schools. You should
report the names of the schools that are participating in your study to the Department of
Research and Evaluation prior to the distribution ofvour instruments.
2. Youmust obtain the approval ofeach of the principals ofthe schools involved in your study.
The final decision on whether you will be permitted to conduct your study in a school rests
with the principal. If principals do not approve, you may select comparable schools in APS
as substitutes.
3. Data collection for your study consists of two instruments to be administered to principals
and teachers only. No students will be involved in vour study.
4. Your proposal states that the two instruments and an instructional cover letter will be sent
to the selected subjects at each school site with the expectation that they will be completed
and returned to you individually in self-addressed stamped envelopes that you will provide.
Approximately 15 randomly selected teachers, as well as the principal, will be selected for
participation.
5. Principals, teachers, and other APS staffmembers can participate in your study only on a
voluntary basis.
Thr AtlNow PubiK School SvsUni dor# discnmiiuiu on the bMU ofme*. eoJor. iriipon. noiMnal on^in. agt-. nutntAi uatu# or scxtioi onenwuon tn «ny of rU wpfovmrni
priiviim. rducAtiOiMi prvemois.orn'ic*# or octivittr* For nddiuonai informouen oitnui nondiAcriimnotion prnvmton*. cunuut thr CquMi EtluuntionMi OpiwrtuntUr# Coonliootor. 2930 FoirrM Hill
Dnvr.S W . AUiinu.Grorfm 30313.'4(M>A27-97411VnT<
108




6. Activities related to your research study should not interfere with the ongoing instructional
program in the core curriculum courses or with the state and local testing programs.
7. Data collection for your study should be completed by the end of the 1997 calendar year.
8. The confidentiality ofprincipals, teachers, other APS staffmembers, the schools, and the
school system must be ensured. Pseudonyms for people and the schools, as well as
references to APS as “a large urban school system” are required in the title and text of your
final report before presentation or publication outside of the school system.
9. If changes are made in the research design or the instruments used, you must notify the
Department ofResearch and Evaluation prior to beginning your study.
This letter serves as official notification of the approval of your proposed research study
pending the above conditions. Remember that a copy of the results of your completed study should
be submitted to the Department of Research and Evaluation. Please contact me at (404) 827-8186
if I can be of further assistance.
Sincerely,
Nancy J. Emmons, Ph.D.
Researcher
NJE:jep#8712
cc: Dr. Nancy Amuleru-Marshall
Mrs. Geraldine Wright
109
2895 Bob White Drive, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30311
January 23,1997
Dr. William Ray Neal
1271 Overlook Ridge, NW
Bishop, GA 30621
Dr. Neal:
Thank you very much for putting me in touch with Dr. Berryman. I am
anxiously awaiting her response.
Since I had the cherished opportunity of speaking to you, I will be honored to note
it in my final piece.
I truly thank you for your encouragement and assistance. Please find enclosed












I am a graduate student who is interested in doing a study on Inclusion ofStudents
with Disabilities into the Regular Classroom.
I have read studies by you and your co-authors. I spoke withDr. Neal and he referred
me to you.
Although, Ernest Bauer’s review oTyour 1980 scale, reports that you gave potential
users permission to reproduce the survey, I am seeking a note ofpermission and a word of
encouragement. This endeavor can become frustrating at times.
*
■ inpre information is








The piarpose of this letter is to ask for and seek permission to use your Attitudes
Toward Inclusion Education Scale (1992).
I am a student at Clark Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia. My dissertation
deals with elementary school principals’ attitudes toward inclusion of students with
disabilities. I reviewed studies by Patricia Pasierb (1994), Selestine Skipper (1996), and
Carolyn Stapleton (1996) who all stated use of the above stated instrument.
Dr. Wilczenski, I will be most appreciative for any assistance that you can give
me in this matter. If this is not the proper procedure, please advise me. I need the
instrument as soon as possible andwill pay any fees that are incurred concerning my
request.
I may be contacted at the above address. My telephone number is 404-753-5476.
I am at home after 4 p.m. to accept a collect call. I can receive a fax at 404-505-9038
(Office Depot).
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Hello! I hope that these last days of school are finding you well. It is a very busy time
for all ofus and in the midst of it all, I need your help. I am a teacher in the Atlanta
Public Schools and a student at Clark Atlanta University. In order to continue my work, I
must conduct a survey. I KNOW! -1 KNOW! SURVEYS - SURVEYS - SURVEYS,
but I hope that youwill consider my predicament and give me a hand.
My survey has 24 items which ask your opinion about the inclusion of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom. If you agree to help me, I will send a packet of 16
surveys. One for you and one for 15 ofyour regular classroom teachers who have been
randomly selected.
Thank you for reading my letter. Please write “YES” or “NO” right on this letter and
return it to me at Arkwright Elementary School. The packets will be sent in a few weeks
with a letter ofAPS approval. Identity ofparticipants will be kept confidential and, of







Hello! I I hope that these last days of school are finding you well. It is a very busy time
for all ofus and in the midst of it all, I need your help. I am a teacher in the Atlanta
Public Schools and a student at Clark Atlanta University. In order to continue my work, I
must conduct a survey. I KNOW! -1 KNOW! SURVEYS - SURVEYS - SURVEYS,
but I hope that youwill considermy predicament and give me a hand.
My survey consists of 24 items which ask your opinion about the inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular classroom. Please complete the survey while it is before
you and return it to your principal. In doing so, you will be adding to the knowledge
base about inclusion and helping a co-worker. Please do not identify yovurself, although
names of schools randomly selected for this study will not be published. You are not
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